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   #SLD
   SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

   THE COKER'S SANITATION SERVICE LANDFILLS SITE (SITE) IS LOCATED IN KENT
   COUNTY, DELAWARE, APPROXIMATELY 1.3 MILES NORTHWEST OF CHESWOLD AND 5.7
   MILES NORTHWEST OF THE CITY OF DOVER.  THE SITE CONSISTS OF TWO
   LANDFILLS LOCATED APPROXIMATELY ONE-HALF MILE APART ON OPPOSITE SIDES OF
   COUNTY ROUTE 152 (FIGURE 1).  COKER'S LANDFILL #1, WHICH IS ON THE NORTH
   SIDE OF ROUTE 152, AND COKER'S LANDFILL #2, WHICH IS ON THE SOUTH SIDE
   OF ROUTE 152, ARE BOTH PART OF LARGER, HEAVILY WOODED TRACTS OF LAND.
   PROPERTIES ADJACENT TO BOTH LANDFILLS ARE PRIMARILY USED FOR
   AGRICULTURAL OR LIGHT RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT.  LANDFILL #1 IS BORDERED
   ON THE NORTH BY A FORESTED WETLAND THAT INCLUDES A SHALLOW MEANDERING
   STREAM, THE WILLIS BRANCH OF THE LEIPSIC RIVER (WILLIS BRANCH).
   AGRICULTURAL LANDS BORDER THE TREE LINES EAST AND WEST OF LANDFILL #2.
   DEER AND OTHER WILDLIFE POPULATE THIS AREA OF KENT COUNTY.

   THE SITE OVERLIES TWO AQUIFERS, THE COLUMBIA AQUIFER AND THE CHESWOLD
   AQUIFER.  THE COLUMBIA AQUIFER DIRECTLY UNDERLIES BOTH LANDFILLS, AND IN
   THE VICINITY OF THE SITE DISCHARGES NORTH-NORTHEAST TOWARD THE WILLIS
   BRANCH.  THIS AQUIFER IS NOT GENERALLY USED FOR DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLIES
   DUE TO INDIGENOUS HIGH LEVELS OF IRON AND MANGANESE.  THE COLUMBIA AND
   CHESWOLD AQUIFERS ARE SEPARATED BY SEVERAL FEET OF CLAY CONTAINING SAND
   AND SILT THAT HAS DEMONSTRATED SOME ABILITY TO TRANSMIT WATER.  THE
   CHESWOLD AQUIFER IS THE PRIMARY SOURCE OF POTABLE WATER IN THE DOVER
   AREA.  A GEOLOGICAL CROSS-SECTION, WHICH INCLUDES THE SITE, THE COLUMBIA
   AND CHESWOLD AQUIFERS, AND THE WILLIS BRANCH, IS SHOWN IN FIGURE 2.

   THE WASTE DISPOSED OF IN THE LANDFILLS CONSISTS OF PROCESS SLUDGE
   GENERATED DURING THE MANUFACTURE OF LATEX RUBBER.  APPROXIMATELY 45,000
   YDS(3) OF WASTE SLUDGE ARE PRESENT AT EACH LANDFILL.  LANDFILL #1 COVERS
   ABOUT 10 ACRES, AND LANDFILL #2 IS ABOUT 15 ACRES IN SIZE.

   #SHEA
   SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

   ALL WASTE DISPOSED OF AT LANDFILLS #1 AND 2 WAS GENERATED AT A LATEX
   RUBBER MANUFACTURING FACILITY NOW OWNED BY REICHHOLD CHEMICALS, INC.
   THE FACILITY WAS PREVIOUSLY OWNED BY INTERNATIONAL LATEX AND CHEMICAL
   CORP. (1962-1967), GLEN ALDEN, NOW A PART OF RAPID AMERICAN CORP.
   (1967-1968), AND STANDARD BRANDS CHEMICAL INDUSTRIES, INC. (1968-1978).

   LANDFILL #1 IS LOCATED ON THE PROPERTY OF MR. JOHN SCHMIDT.  USE OF
   LANDFILL #1 BEGAN IN 1969 UNDER A PERMIT ISSUED BY THE DELAWARE WATER
   AND AIR RESOURCES COMMISSION.  SUBSEQUENT PERMITS (1973-1976) WERE
   ISSUED BY THE DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL
   CONTROL (DNREC).  THE LANDFILL WAS CLOSED IN 1977 IN ACCORDANCE WITH
   DELAWARE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS OF AUGUST 1974.  DURING
   LANDFILL OPERATION, LATEX WASTE SLUDGE WAS DISCHARGED INTO UNLINED
   TRENCHES THAT WERE 6 TO 8 FEET DEEP AND 12 FEET WIDE.  LIQUIDS WERE
   ALLOWED TO DRAIN OFF AS SOLIDS SETTLED.  TRENCHES WERE USED UNTIL THE
   SOLIDS LEVEL WAS WITHIN SEVERAL FEET OF THE GROUND SURFACE.  TRENCHES
   WERE THEN BACKFILLED WITH SOIL OBTAINED LOCALLY.

   LANDFILL #2, LOCATED ON PROPERTY FORMERLY OWNED BY MR. JOSEPH KOWINSKY
   AND CURRENTLY OWNED BY THE ESTATE OF GENEVIEVE M. KOWINSKY, WAS OPERATED
   FROM 1976 TO 1980 UNDER STATE PERMIT.  THE PERMIT REQUIRED EACH 6-FOOT
   DEEP, 28-FOOT WIDE, 125-FOOT LONG TRENCH TO HAVE A SYNTHETIC LINER AND A
   LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM.  THE PERMIT ALSO REQUIRED LEACHATE
   COLLECTION AND TREATMENT, INSTALLATION OF GROUND WATER MONITORING WELLS,
   REGULARLY SCHEDULED SITE INSPECTIONS, AND PERIODIC GROUND WATER AND



   LEACHATE MONITORING.  WHEN THE SITE WAS CLOSED IN 1980, ALL TRENCHES
   WERE CAPPED WITH TWO FEET OF NATIVE SOIL.  AS WASTE SETTLED AND NO
   LONGER GENERATED COLLECTABLE QUANTITIES OF LEACHATE, LEACHATE COLLECTION
   WAS PHASED OUT IN THE EARLY 1980'S.

   EPA HAS TAKEN SEVERAL ACTIONS PURSUANT TO THE COMPREHENSIVE
   ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY ACT (CERCLA) IN
   RESPONSE TO CONDITIONS AT THE SITE.  SITE INVESTIGATIONS, INCLUDING
   SAMPLING OF GROUND WATER (LANDFILL #2 ONLY) AND LEACHATE WERE CONDUCTED
   IN 1980.  SAMPLES TAKEN FROM ONE GROUND WATER MONITORING WELL AND ONE
   LEACHATE COLLECTION PIPE AT LANDFILL #2 WERE FOUND TO CONTAIN ELEVATED
   LEVELS OF ACROLEIN (1278 PARTS PER BILLION (PPB) AND 2128 PPB,
   RESPECTIVELY); ETHYLBENZENE WAS DETECTED IN THE SAME LEACHATE COLLECTION
   PIPE AT 3987 PPB.  IN 1983, 17 PPB ETHYLBENZENE WAS DETECTED IN THE SAME
   WELL, AND 28 PPB BIS(2-CHLOROETHYL)ETHER WAS DETECTED IN LANDFILL #1
   LEACHATE SEEPS.

   IN 1985, THE SITE WAS SCORED USING THE HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM.  THE SITE
   WAS PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) IN
   APRIL 1985, AND WAS FINALIZED ON THE NPL IN JULY 1987.

   IN APRIL OF 1986, EPA ISSUED LETTERS TO SEVERAL POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE
   PARTIES (PRPS) NOTIFYING THEM OF THEIR POTENTIAL LIABILITY FOR SITE
   RESPONSE ACTIONS AND INVITING THEM TO PERFORM THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
   AND FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS).  THE PURPOSE OF THE REMEDIAL
   INVESTIGATION (RI) IS TO DETERMINE THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF
   CONTAMINATION AT A SITE, WHILE THE FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) DEVELOPS,
   SCREENS, AND EVALUATES POTENTIAL CLEAN-UP ACTIONS.  ON DECEMBER 30,
   1987, THREE PRPS SIGNED AN AGREEMENT WITH EPA IN THE FORM OF AN
   ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON CONSENT (DOCKET NUMBER III-88-16-DC) TO CONDUCT
   THE RI/FS.  DNREC, THE SUPPORT AGENCY FOR SITE ACTIVITIES, AGREED WITH
   THE ENTRY OF THIS ORDER.  THE PARTIES AGREED, UNDER A SEPARATE ORDER, TO
   REMOVE DRUMS CONTAINING VARYING QUANTITIES OF LATEX WASTE FOUND ONSITE
   DURING THE RI.

   #HCP
   HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

   THE RI/FS REPORT AND THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE SITE WERE RELEASED TO THE
   PUBLIC FOR COMMENT ON AUGUST 22, 1990.  THESE TWO DOCUMENTS WERE MADE
   AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE MAINTAINED AT
   THE EPA DOCKET ROOM IN REGION III AND AT THE INFORMATION REPOSITORY AT
   THE CLAYTON POST OFFICE, RAILROAD AVE., CLAYTON, DELAWARE 19938.  THE
   NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF THESE TWO DOCUMENTS WAS PUBLISHED IN THE
   WILMINGTON NEWS JOURNAL AND THE DELAWARE STATE NEWS ON WEDNESDAY, AUGUST
   22, 1990.  A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WAS HELD FROM AUGUST 22, 1990 TO
   SEPTEMBER 21, 1990.  IN ADDITION, A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD ON SEPTEMBER
   5, 1990.  AT THIS MEETING, REPRESENTATIVES FROM EPA AND DNREC ANSWERED
   QUESTIONS ABOUT THE SITE AND THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES UNDER
   CONSIDERATION.  THE COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD,
   INCLUDING THOSE EXPRESSED VERBALLY AT THE PUBLIC MEETING, ARE ADDRESSED
   IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY, WHICH IS PART OF THIS RECORD OF DECISION
   (ROD).  EPA HAS THUS MET THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS OF
   SECTIONS 113(K)(2)(B) AND 117(D) OF CERCLA, 42 USC SS9613(K)(2)(B) AND 9617(D).

   #SRRA
   SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTION

   THE PRINCIPAL CONCERNS POSED BY CONDITIONS AT THE SITE ARE SUMMARIZED
   BELOW.  THE REMEDIAL ACTION WILL ADDRESS THESE CONCERNS BY REDUCING THE
   POTENTIAL FOR HUMAN EXPOSURE TO WASTES REMAINING AT THE SITE.  THIS IS
   THE ONLY PLANNED RESPONSE ACTION FOR THIS SITE.

   #SSC



   SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

   BOTH LANDFILLS CONTAIN A LARGE VOLUME OF LATEX SLUDGE THAT HAS BEEN
   COMPACTED AND HAS A LABORATORY-MEASURED PERMEABILITY SIMILAR TO THAT OF
   CLAY. THE LOW PERMEABILITY OF THE WASTE SERVES TO MINIMIZE THE
   QUANTITIES OF LEACHATE GENERATED AT THE SITE.  AN ESTIMATED 45,000
   YDS(3) OF WASTE IS PRESENT AT EACH LANDFILL, ALONG WITH A SMALLER VOLUME
   OF SOIL MIXED WITH WASTE (15,000 YDS(3) AT LANDFILL #1 AND 5,000 YDS(3)
   AT LANDFILL #2).  THE PRIMARY CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN, STYRENE, WHICH IS
   A CLASS B2 PROBABLE HUMAN CARCINOGEN, AND ETHYLBENZENE, WERE FOUND
   PRIMARILY IN THE WASTE TRENCHES OF BOTH LANDFILLS AND IN THE LEACHATE
   COLLECTION SYSTEM OF LANDFILL #2.  BOTH STYRENE AND ETHYLBENZENE ARE
   ONLY SLIGHTLY SOLUBLE IN WATER.  MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS OF THE COMPOUNDS
   AND THE MEDIA IN WHICH THEY WERE FOUND ARE SHOWN IN TABLE 1.

   AT THIS TIME, ALL WASTE IS CONTAINED WITHIN THE CELLS OF EITHER LANDFILL
   #1 (UNLINED) OR LANDFILL #2 (LINED).  LANDFILLS #1 AND #2 ARE SHOWN IN
   FIGURES 3 AND 4 RESPECTIVELY.  GROUND WATER IN CONTACT WITH WASTE AT
   LANDFILL #1 CAN TRANSPORT CONTAMINANTS OFFSITE TO LEACHATE SEEPS LOCATED
   ALONG THE NORTHERN BORDER OF THE LANDFILL.  OVERLAND FLOW OF RUNOFF CAN
   THEN CARRY LEACHATE TO THE WILLIS BRANCH.  BIOLOGICAL TESTING SHOWED
   SOME EVIDENCE OF LEACHATE TOXICITY TO AQUATIC ORGANISMS.  FURTHER
   STUDIES, HOWEVER, INDICATED THE LEACHATE HAS NO APPARENT IMPACT ON THE
   RECEIVING STREAM.  ALTHOUGH WASTE CELLS AT LANDFILL #2 ARE LINED, THE
   POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE LINER FAILURE AND SUBSEQUENT GROUND WATER
   CONTAMINATION EXISTS.

   MOST OF KENT COUNTY IS NON-URBANIZED, CONSISTING OF LANDS UNDER
   CULTIVATION, OPEN FIELDS, WETLANDS AND MARSH, AND INLAND WASTER BODIES.
   OVER 90 PERCENT OF THE OPEN LAND, EXCLUDING MARSH AREAS, IS IN ACTIVE
   AGRICULTURAL USE.  ORGANIZED LAND USE IS PRIMARILY RESIDENTIAL.  THE
   WILLIS BRANCH, WHICH IS LOCATED TO THE NORTH OF LANDFILL #1, IS A
   TRIBUTARY OF THE LEIPSIC RIVER AND DISCHARGES INTO THE RIVER
   APPROXIMATELY 3,000 FEET DOWNSTREAM OF THE SITE VIA A MAN-MADE LAKE
   NAMED GARRISON'S LAKE.  GARRISON'S LAKE IS USED FOR RECREATIONAL
   PURPOSES.  THE PRIMARY DRINKING WATER SOURCE FOR THIS AREA OF KENT
   COUNTY IS THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER, ALTHOUGH THE COLUMBIA AQUIFER IS ALSO
   USED FOR DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLIES.

   AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT WAS CONDUCTED AS A PART OF THE RI.  THE
   RESULTS OF THE QUALITATIVE HABITAT ASSESSMENT INDICATE THAT THE WETLANDS
   AREAS AND THE LANDFILLS SUPPORT A DIVERSE FLORA AND FAUNA THAT IS
   APPARENTLY UNAFFECTED BY THE SITE.  THERE IS NO KNOWN OCCURRENCE OF ANY
   RARE, THREATENED, OR ENDANGERED SPECIES OF BIRDS, MAMMALS, FISH,
   REPTILES, AMPHIBIANS, OR PLANTS WITHIN THE SITE AREA.

   #SSR
   SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

   EPA CONDUCTED A BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT FOR THE SITE.  BECAUSE THE
   STATE REGULATIONS UNDER WHICH THE LANDFILLS WERE CLOSED DID NOT REQUIRE
   DEED RESTRICTIONS ON THE PROPERTIES, EPA EVALUATED ONSITE RISK UNDER A
   HYPOTHETICAL RESIDENTIAL USE SCENARIO.  RISKS TO OFFSITE RESIDENTS
   RESULTING FROM EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS RELEASED FROM LANDFILL #2 WASTE
   CELLS INTO THE SHALLOW GROUND WATER FOLLOWING LINER FAILURE WERE ALSO EVALUATED.

   THE FIRST STEP IN CONDUCTING A RISK ASSESSMENT IS TO IDENTIFY
   CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN.  A TOTAL OF TEN CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN,
   INCLUDING CARCINOGENS AND NON-CARCINOGENS, WERE IDENTIFIED FOR LANDFILL
   #1; NINETEEN CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN, INCLUDING CARCINOGENS AND
   NON-CARCINOGENS, WERE IDENTIFIED FOR LANDFILL #2.  THE OVERALL RISKS
   QUANTIFIED IN THE RISK ASSESSMENT WERE PRIMARILY BASED UPON EXPOSURE TO
   THE FOLLOWING COMPOUNDS: BENZENE, CADMIUM, CHLOROFORM, DIBUTYL
   PHTHALATE, MANGANESE, PHENOL, CRESOL, ETHYLBENZENE, AND STYRENE.  TABLE
   1 SHOWS THE RANGE IN CONCENTRATIONS OF THESE CONTAMINANTS, THE NUMBER OF
   SAMPLES TAKEN, AND THE NUMBER OF "HITS" IN THE WASTE, LEACHATE, AND



   GROUND WATER AT BOTH LANDFILLS.  ALL COMPOUNDS CONSIDERED IN THE RISK
   ASSESSMENT, ALONG WITH THEIR RESPECTIVE CANCER POTENCY FACTORS AND
   REFERENCE DOSES (1) (RFDS) ARE LISTED IN TABLE 2.

   (1) THE TERM "CANCER POTENCY FACTOR" AND "REFERENCE DOSE" WILL BE
   COMPREHENSIVELY EXPLAINED LATER IN THIS SECTION.

   CANCER POTENCY FACTORS (CPFS) HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED BY EPA'S CARCINOGENIC
   ASSESSMENT GROUP FOR ESTIMATING EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISKS ASSOCIATED
   WITH EXPOSURE TO POTENTIALLY CARCINOGENIC CHEMICALS.  CPFS, WHICH ARE
   EXPRESSED IN UNITS OF (MG/KG-DAY)(-1), ARE MULTIPLIED BY THE ESTIMATED
   INTAKE OF A POTENTIAL CARCINOGEN, IN MG/KG-DAY, TO PROVIDE AN
   UPPER-BOUND ESTIMATE OF THE EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK ASSOCIATED WITH
   EXPOSURE AT THAT INTAKE LEVEL.  THE TERM "UPPER BOUND" REFLECTS THE
   CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF THE RISKS CALCULATED FROM THE CPF.  USE OF THIS
   APPROACH MAKES UNDERESTIMATION OF THE ACTUAL CANCER RISK HIGHLY
   UNLIKELY.  CANCER POTENCY FACTORS ARE DERIVED FROM THE RESULTS OF HUMAN
   EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDIES OR CHRONIC ANIMAL BIOASSAYS TO WHICH
   ANIMAL-TO-HUMAN EXTRAPOLATION AND UNCERTAINTY FACTORS HAVE BEEN APPLIED.

   REFERENCE DOSES (RFDS) HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED BY EPA FOR INDICATING THE
   POTENTIAL FOR ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS FROM EXPOSURE TO CHEMICALS
   EXHIBITING NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS.  RFDS, WHICH ARE EXPRESSED IN UNITS
   OF MG/KG-DAY, ARE ESTIMATES OF LIFETIME DAILY EXPOSURE LEVELS FOR
   HUMANS, INCLUDING SENSITIVE INDIVIDUALS, THAT ARE LIKELY TO BE WITHOUT
   AN APPRECIABLE RISK OF ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS.  ESTIMATED INTAKES OF
   CHEMICALS FROM ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIA (E.G., THE AMOUNT OF A CHEMICAL
   INGESTED FROM CONTAMINATED DRINKING WATER) CAN BE COMPARED TO THE RFD.
   RFDS ARE DERIVED FROM HUMAN EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDIES OR ANIMAL STUDIES TO
   WHICH UNCERTAINTY FACTORS HAVE BEEN APPLIED (E.G., TO ACCOUNT FOR THE
   USE OF ANIMAL DATA TO PREDICT EFFECTS ON HUMANS).  THESE UNCERTAINTY
   FACTORS HELP ENSURE THAT THE RFDS WILL NOT UNDERESTIMATE THE POTENTIAL
   FOR ADVERSE NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS TO OCCUR.

   AFTER THE TOXICITY ASSESSMENT OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN, POTENTIAL
   RECEPTORS, EXPOSURE MEDIA, AND PATHWAYS FOR EXPOSURE ARE IDENTIFIED.
   UNDER THE RESIDENTIAL USE SCENARIO, ADULTS AND CHILDREN LIVING ONSITE
   ARE THE POTENTIAL RECEPTORS.  THE EXPOSURE MEDIA ARE SOIL CONTAMINATED
   WITH WASTE DISTURBED DURING BUILDING, AND SHALLOW GROUND WATER THAT IS
   ASSUMED TO BE CONTAMINATED WITH LEACHATE.  THE RISK ESTIMATES CONSIDER
   THE FOLLOWING ROUTES OF EXPOSURE: INGESTION OF DRINKING WATER,
   INHALATION OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCS) VOLATILIZED DURING
   BATHING OR SHOWERING, DERMAL CONTACT WITH VOCS DURING BATHING, INGESTION
   OF RESIDENTIAL SOIL, AND DERMAL CONTACT WITH RESIDENTIAL SOIL.  MAXIMUM
   CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN THE WASTE AND THE LEACHATE WERE
   USED IN THE RISK CALCULATIONS.  THE CANCER RISKS AND HAZARD INDEX SCORES
   FOR ADULTS AND CHILDREN FOR EACH CONTAMINANT OF CONCERN IN EACH EXPOSURE
   MEDIA FOR EACH EXPOSURE PATHWAY ARE GIVEN IN TABLES 3 TO 11.  RELEVANT
   EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT INFORMATION, AS WELL AS ALL MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT
   EXPOSURE FREQUENCY AND DURATION, IS GIVEN IN THE CAPTION FOR EACH TABLE.

   EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISKS ARE DETERMINED BY MULTIPLYING THE INTAKE
   LEVEL WITH THE CANCER POTENCY FACTOR.  THESE RISKS ARE PROBABILITIES
   THAT ARE GENERALLY EXPRESSED IN SCIENTIFIC NOTATION (E.G., 1 X(10-6) OR
   1E-(6)).  AN EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK OF 1 X (10-6) INDICATES THAT,
   AS A PLAUSIBLE UPPER BOUND, AN INDIVIDUAL HAS A ONE IN ONE MILLION
   CHANCE OF DEVELOPING CANCER AS A RESULT OF SITE-RELATED EXPOSURE TO A
   CARCINOGEN OVER A 70-YEAR LIFETIME UNDER THE SPECIFIC EXPOSURE
   CONDITIONS AT A SITE.

   POTENTIAL CONCERN FOR NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS OF A SINGLE CONTAMINANT IN
   A SINGLE MEDIUM IS EXPRESSED AS THE HAZARD QUOTIENT (HQ) (OR THE RATIO
   OF THE ESTIMATED INTAKE DERIVED FROM THE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATION IN A
   GIVEN MEDIUM TO THE CONTAMINANT'S REFERENCE DOSE).  BY ADDING THE HQS
   FOR ALL CONTAMINANTS WITHIN A MEDIUM OR ACROSS ALL MEDIA TO WHICH A
   GIVEN POPULATION MAY REASONABLY BE EXPOSED, THE HAZARD INDEX (HI) CAN BE
   GENERATED.  THE HI PROVIDES A USEFUL REFERENCE POINT FOR GAUGING THE



   POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANCE OF MULTIPLE CONTAMINANT EXPOSURES WITHIN A SINGLE
   MEDIUM OR ACROSS MEDIA.

   THE TOTAL CANCER RISKS AND HAZARD INDEX SCORES FOR ALL CONTAMINANTS OF
   CONCERN IN ALL EXPOSURE MEDIA FOR ALL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS FOR ADULTS AND
   CHILDREN ARE SHOWN IN TABLES 12 AND 13.  THE CANCER RISK FOR A CHILD
   ASSOCIATED WITH THE RESIDENTIAL USE SCENARIO AT LANDFILL #1 IS
   1 X (10-4), WHICH IS THE UPPER BOUND REACH OF EPA'S ACCEPTABLE RISK
   RANGE OF 1 X (10-4) TO 1 X (10-6).  THE HAZARD INDEX FOR A CHILD IS
   3.26, WHICH EXCEEDS EPA'S PREFERRED GUIDELINE OF 1.0.  THE CANCER RISKS
   FOR ADULTS AND CHILDREN ASSOCIATED WITH RESIDENTIAL USE OF LANDFILL #2
   WERE 6 X (10-3) AND 5 X (10-3), RESPECTIVELY; THE HAZARD INDEX SCORES
   WERE 48 AND 156.  THESE LEVELS EXCEED THE UPPER BOUNDARY OF EPA'S
   ACCEPTABLE RANGE.

   GIVEN THE ABOVE, ACTUAL OR THREATENED RELEASES OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES
   FROM THIS SITE, IF NOT ADDRESSED BY IMPLEMENTING THE RESPONSE ACTION
   SELECTED IN THIS ROD, MAY PRESENT AN IMMINENT AND SUBSTANTIAL
   ENDANGERMENT TO PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, OR THE ENVIRONMENT AS SET FORTH
   IN SECTION 106 OF CERCLA, 42 USC S9606.

   #DOA
   DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

   ALTERNATIVE 1 -- NO ACTION.  SECTION 300.430(E)(6) OF THE NATIONAL OIL
   AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES POLLUTION CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP), 55 FED. REG.
   8,849 (MARCH 8, 1990) (TO BE CODIFIED AT 40 CFR S 300.430(E)(6)),
   REQUIRES THAT THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE BE EVALUATED AT EVERY SITE TO
   ESTABLISH A BASELINE FOR COMPARISON TO OTHER ALTERNATIVES.  UNDER THIS
   ALTERNATIVE, NO ACTION WOULD BE TAKEN TO ADDRESS CURRENT OR FUTURE
   EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS REMAINING AT THE SITE.  A REVIEW WOULD BE
   CONDUCTED EVERY FIVE YEARS AS REQUIRED UNDER SECTION 121(C) OF CERCLA,
   42 USC S9621(C).  THIS ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ADDRESS ANY CONTAMINATED
   MEDIA, NOR DOES IT RESULT IN THE REDUCTION OF ANY RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH
   THE SITE.

   CAPITAL COST:                          $ 0
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $ 0
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 0

   ALTERNATIVE 2 -- MONITORING.  THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES SITE INSPECTION,
   GROUND WATER SAMPLING, AND LEACHATE SAMPLING FROM THE AREA OF THE SEEPS
   (LANDFILL #1 ONLY) ON A SEMI-ANNUAL BASIS.  MONITORING WELLS INSTALLED
   DURING THE RI/FS OR OTHER SUITABLE ONSITE WELLS WOULD BE USED FOR GROUND
   WATER MONITORING.  A FIVE YEAR REVIEW WOULD BE CONDUCTED TO ASSESS THE
   SITE'S PHYSICAL CONDITION AND GROUND WATER DATA.  THE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF
   THE MONITORING PROGRAM IS TO DETECT ANY DETERIORATION OF SITE
   CONDITIONS.  THIS ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ADDRESS ANY CONTAMINATION FOUND
   AT THE SITE.  IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD NOT RESULT IN ANY
   SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION IN RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE.

   CAPITAL COST:                          $  0
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $ 653,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 653,000

   ALTERNATIVE 3 -- LIMITED ACTION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES A SITE
   FENCE, PLACEMENT OF COVER MATERIAL OVER THE SEEPS AT LANDFILL #1,
   BACKFILLING AND SEEDING DEPRESSED AREAS OF LANDFILL #2, SEALING THE
   LANDFILL #2 LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM WITH GROUT, PLACEMENT OF DEED
   RESTRICTIONS ON BOTH LANDFILL PROPERTIES, SITE INSPECTION, MONITORING,
   AND A REVIEW AT LEAST ONCE EVERY FIVE YEARS.

   PLACEMENT OF COVER MATERIAL OVER THE SEEPS AT LANDFILL #1 WOULD
   ELIMINATE THE POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT EXPOSURE TO THE LEACHATE, AND REDUCE
   POTENTIAL EROSION OF THE SLOPE ALONG THE NORTHERN BORDER OF THE
   LANDFILL.  BACKFILLING DEPRESSED AREAS OF LANDFILL #2 WOULD ELIMINATE



   STANDING WATER ON THE LANDFILL SURFACE, PROVIDE PROTECTION FROM EROSION,
   AND FURTHER STABILIZE THE SITE.  SEALING LEACHATE COLLECTION PIPES AT
   LANDFILL #2 WOULD ELIMINATE THE POTENTIAL FOR CONTACT WITH LEACHATE FROM
   THIS LANDFILL.  DEED RESTRICTIONS ON BOTH PROPERTIES WOULD ELIMINATE THE
   POSSIBILITY OF FUTURE USE OF THE LAND IN A MANNER THAT WOULD RESULT IN
   UNACCEPTABLE EXPOSURES TO THE CONSTITUENTS IN THE WASTE, OR DISTURBANCE
   OF THE CLOSED LANDFILLS.  FENCING THE SITE AND POSTING THE APPROPRIATE
   WARNING SIGNS WOULD RESTRICT ACCESS OF UNAUTHORIZED PERSONS AND
   EQUIPMENT TO THE LANDFILLS.

   IN ADDITION TO THESE COMPONENTS, THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES SEMI-ANNUAL
   SITE INSPECTIONS AND GROUND WATER MONITORING (BOTH LANDFILLS) AND
   SURFACE WATER MONITORING (LANDFILL #1 ONLY).  SHOULD GROUND WATER
   MONITORING DETECT ANY UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION, DNREC, IN
   CONJUNCTION WITH KENT COUNTY, WOULD DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A GROUND WATER
   MANAGEMENT ZONE (GWMZ) IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE.  A GWMZ IS AN AREA
   OF RESTRICTED GROUND WATER USE DEVELOPED UNDER STATE AUTHORITIES AND
   IMPLEMENTED BY THE COUNTY.  SHOULD THE SHALLOW AQUIFER CONTAIN LEVELS OF
   CONTAMINATION THAT MAY PRESENT A THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH, ANY DRINKING
   WATER WELLS WITHIN THE GWMZ DRAWING FROM THIS AQUIFER WOULD BE REPLACED
   BY DEEPER WELLS IN THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER.  SHOULD SURFACE WATER
   MONITORING DETECT ANY SITE-RELATED CHANGES IN THE QUALITY OF THE WILLIS
   BRANCH, MORE DETAILED ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES WOULD BE PERFORMED TO
   DETERMINE WHETHER FURTHER ACTION IS WARRANTED AT THE SITE.  UNDER THE
   LIMITED ACTION ALTERNATIVE, A REVIEW OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION WILL BE
   CONDUCTED AT LEAST ONCE EVERY FIVE YEARS, AS REQUIRED UNDER CERCLA.

   THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD ELIMINATE THE POSSIBILITY OF RESIDENTIAL
   DEVELOPMENT AT BOTH LANDFILLS.  CARCINOGENIC RISK DUE TO EXPOSURE TO
   WASTE AND INGESTION OF LEACHATE UNDER A RESIDENTIAL USE SCENARIO WAS
   CALCULATED TO BE 1 X (10-4) FOR CHILDREN AT LANDFILL #1, AND 5 X (10-3)
   AND 6 X (10-3) FOR CHILDREN AND ADULTS, RESPECTIVELY, AT LANDFILL #2.
   THE HAZARD INDEX SCORE FOR CHILDREN AT LANDFILL #1 WAS 3.26; THE HAZARD
   INDEX SCORES FOR ADULTS AND CHILDREN AT LANDFILL #2 WERE 48 AND 156,
   RESPECTIVELY.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD REDUCE CANCER RISK LEVELS TO BELOW
   1 X (10-6) AND HAZARD INDEX SCORES TO BELOW 1.0.  COMMON CONSTRUCTION
   MATERIALS AND METHODS WOULD BE USED TO IMPLEMENT THIS ALTERNATIVE.
   INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS (DEED RESTRICTIONS AND THE POTENTIAL FOR A GWMZ),
   WHICH WOULD ELIMINATE THE POSSIBILITY OF FUTURE DEVELOPMENT AT THE SITE,
   WOULD REDUCE TOTAL SITE RISK TO BELOW 1 X (10-6).

   NO CHEMICAL- OR LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS (2) ARE VIOLATED BY THE SITE IN
   ITS CURRENT CONDITION.  ALL ONSITE ACTIVITIES WOULD BE CARRIED OUT IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (OSHA)
   REQUIREMENTS FOR WORKERS AT REMEDIAL ACTION SITES (29 CFR PART 1910).
   REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE NOT EXPECTED TO DISTURB THE WETLANDS LOCATED TO THE
   WEST OF LANDFILL #2.  HOWEVER, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ALONG THE
   NORTHERN SLOPE OF LANDFILL #1 ARE LIKELY TO CAUSE MINOR DISTURBANCES
   ALONG THE PERIPHERY OF THE WETLANDS LOCATED ALONG THE WILLIS BRANCH.
   THESE DISTURBANCES SHOULD BE KEPT TO A MINIMUM, AND CONSTRUCTION PLANS
   SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS AND
   DNREC.  BEFORE ANY REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE CONDUCTED AT THE SITE, THE
   DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF STATE WOULD BE CONTACTED TO ENSURE ADHERENCE TO
   THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966.  THE EXPECTED TIME FRAME
   FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS APPROXIMATELY TWO MONTHS.
   IMPLEMENTATION WOULD BEGIN FOLLOWING APPROVAL OF A REMEDIAL ACTION WORK PLAN.

   CAPITAL COST:                          $   555,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $   685,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 1,240,000

   (2) ARARS ARE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS OF
   OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTES, SUCH AS THE SAFE
   DRINKING WATER ACT, WHICH EPA MUST TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION WHEN
   SELECTING REMEDIAL ACTIONS FOR SUFERFUND SITES.

   ALTERNATIVE 4 -- SOIL CAP.  THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES ALL COMPONENTS OF



   ALTERNATIVE 3 -- LIMITED ACTION (SITE FENCE, LEACHATE COVER, BACKFILLING
   AND REGRADING, LEACHATE SYSTEM CLOSURE, DEED RESTRICTIONS) PLUS
   REGRADING BOTH LANDFILLS AND IMPORTING ADDITIONAL TOP SOIL TO IMPROVE
   DRAINAGE AND TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL PROTECTION AGAINST EROSION.  THIS
   ALTERNATIVE WOULD ALSO INCLUDE SEMI-ANNUAL SITE INSPECTION, GROUND WATER
   AND SURFACE WATER MONITORING, AND SITE REVIEW EVERY FIVE YEARS AS
   DESCRIBED FOR ALTERNATIVE 3.

   BOTH LANDFILLS WOULD BE REGRADED USING CONVENTIONAL EARTH MOVING
   EQUIPMENT AND EXISTING COVER SOIL TO ESTABLISH IMPROVED DRAINAGE
   PATTERNS.  UP TO 6" OF IMPORTED TOP SOIL WOULD BE PLACED OVER EACH
   LANDFILL, FOLLOWED BY SEEDING TO PROVIDE A VEGETATIVE COVER AND EROSION
   CONTROL.  DRAINAGE SWALES WITH EROSION CONTROLS WOULD BE INSTALLED TO
   PREVENT EROSION OF THE SOIL CAP.  THE NORTHERN SLOPE OF LANDFILL #1
   WOULD BE REGRADED TO FACILITATE PLACEMENT OF THE COVER MATERIAL FOR THE SEEPS.

   PLACING A COVER OVER LEACHATE SEEPS AT LANDFILL #1 AND CLOSING THE
   LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM AT LANDFILL #2 UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE
   MINIMIZES THE POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT CONTACT WITH LEACHATE.  DEED
   RESTRICTIONS ON BOTH PROPERTIES WOULD ELIMINATE THE POSSIBILITY OF
   FUTURE USE OF THE LAND IN A MANNER THAT WOULD RESULT IN UNACCEPTABLE
   EXPOSURES TO THE WASTE OR CONSTITUENTS OF THE WASTE OR DISTURBANCE OF
   THE CLOSED LANDFILLS.  FENCING THE SITE AND POSTING THE APPROPRIATE
   WARNING SIGNS WOULD RESTRICT ACCESS OF UNAUTHORIZED PERSONS AND
   EQUIPMENT TO THE LANDFILLS.  THE DEED RESTRICTIONS COUPLED WITH THE
   ESTABLISHMENT OF A GWMZ, AS DESCRIBED UNDER ALTERNATIVE 3, WOULD REDUCE
   SITE-RELATED RISKS TO ACCEPTABLE LEVELS (I.E., CANCER RISK BELOW
   1 X (10-6) AND HAZARD INDEX OF LESS THAN 1.0).  ESTABLISHMENT OF
   DRAINAGE PATTERNS AND PLACEMENT OF A VEGETATIVE COVER WOULD ENHANCE THE
   LONG-TERM STABILITY OF BOTH LANDFILLS.

   ALL ENGINEERING CONTROLS WOULD BE EASY TO IMPLEMENT USING CONVENTIONAL
   CONSTRUCTION METHODS AND MATERIALS.  THE ESTIMATED TIME FRAME FOR
   IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING THE
   APPROVAL OF REMEDIAL ACTION WORK PLANS.

   NO CHEMICAL- OR LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS ARE VIOLATED BY THE SITE IN ITS
   CURRENT CONDITION.  ALL ONSITE ACTIVITIES WOULD BE CARRIED OUT IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (OSHA)
   REQUIREMENTS FOR WORKERS AT REMEDIAL ACTION SITES.  REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE
   NOT EXPECTED TO DISTURB THE WETLANDS LOCATED TO THE WEST OF LANDFILL #2.
   HOWEVER, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ALONG THE NORTHERN SLOPE OF LANDFILL #1
   ARE LIKELY TO CAUSE MINOR DISTURBANCES ALONG THE PERIPHERY OF THE
   WETLANDS LOCATED ALONG THE WILLIS BRANCH.  THESE DISTURBANCES SHOULD BE
   KEPT TO A MINIMUM, AND CONSTRUCTION PLANS SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND
   APPROVED BY THE US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS AND DNREC.  BEFORE ANY
   REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE CONDUCTED AT THE SITE, THE DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF
   STATE WOULD BE CONTACTED TO ENSURE ADHERENCE TO THE NATIONAL HISTORIC
   PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966.

   CAPITAL COST:                          $  1,706,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $    778,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $  2,484,000

   ALTERNATIVE 5 -- MULTI-LAYER CAP (BOTH LANDFILLS) AND SUBDRAIN
   (LANDFILL #1 ONLY).  THE PRIMARY COMPONENTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE
   MULTI-LAYER CAPS AT BOTH LANDFILLS AND SHALLOW GROUND WATER CONTROLS AT
   LANDFILL #1.  THE PURPOSE OF THE MULTI-LAYER CAPS IS TO REDUCE
   INFILTRATION OF PRECIPITATION INTO THE WASTE TO A MINIMUM.  THE SUBDRAIN
   AT LANDFILL #1 WOULD INTERCEPT LOCAL GROUND WATER FLOW AND LOWER THE
   WATER TABLE TO A LEVEL BELOW THE BOTTOM OF THE WASTE CELLS.  IN
   ADDITION, THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES SITE FENCING, DEED RESTRICTIONS,
   SITE INSPECTION, SITE MAINTENANCE, GROUND WATER MONITORING, AND A REVIEW
   EVERY FIVE YEARS.

   IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE SURFACES OF BOTH LANDFILLS
   WOULD BE REGRADED TO PROVIDE A SMOOTH SUBGRADE FOR PLACEMENT OF THE CAP



   AND TO PROVIDE AN ADEQUATE GRADE FOR ESTABLISHING SURFACE DRAINAGE.  A
   MULTI-LAYER, RCRA-TYPE CAP WOULD BE PLACED OVER THE ENTIRE LANDFILL
   AREAS.  SURFACE WATER CONTROL FEATURES, SUCH AS DIVERSION DITCHES AND
   EROSION CONTROL MATTING, WOULD BE PLACED AS NEEDED.  AT LANDFILL #1, A
   SUBDRAIN WOULD BE PLACED ALONG THE UPGRADIENT SIDES OF THE LANDFILL.
   THIS SUBDRAIN WOULD EXTEND TO SUFFICIENT DEPTH (10 - 14') TO LOWER THE
   LOCAL WATER TABLE TO BELOW THE BOTTOM OF THE WASTE CELLS.  INTERCEPTED
   GROUND WATER WOULD BE DISCHARGED BY GRAVITY DRAIN TO THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   THE MULTI-LAYER CAP AT BOTH LANDFILLS WOULD REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF
   PRECIPITATION REACHING THE WASTE, THEREBY LIMITING THE POTENTIAL FOR
   LEACHATE GENERATION.  THE SUBDRAIN AT LANDFILL #1 WOULD PREVENT GROUND
   WATER CONTACT WITH THE WASTE, FURTHER REDUCING THE POTENTIAL FOR
   LEACHATE GENERATION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD VIRTUALLY ELIMINATE THE
   MIGRATION OF LOW LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS INTO THE GROUND WATER.  BECAUSE
   ADDITIONAL LEACHATE WOULD NO LONGER BE GENERATED AND THE POTENTIAL FOR
   GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION WOULD BE MINIMIZED, NEARLY ALL RISKS
   ASSOCIATED WITH EXPOSURE TO GROUND WATER AND LEACHATE WOULD BE
   ELIMINATED.  DEED RESTRICTIONS WOULD PREVENT FUTURE DISTURBANCE OF THE
   CAPS, GROUND WATER MONITORING WOULD ALLOW DETECTION OF ANY FAILURE IN
   THE REMEDY, AND REGULAR SITE INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE WOULD PROVIDE
   LONG-TERM ASSURANCE OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REMEDY.

   THE ENGINEERING ASPECTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE FAIRLY EASY TO
   IMPLEMENT USING CONVENTIONAL CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS AND METHODS.  THE
   ESTIMATED TIME FRAME FOR IMPLEMENTATION IS SIX MONTHS FOLLOWING APPROVAL
   OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION WORK PLAN.

   NO CHEMICAL- OR LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS ARE VIOLATED BY THE SITE IN ITS
   CURRENT CONDITION.  ALL ONSITE ACTIVITIES WOULD BE CARRIED OUT IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (OSHA)
   REGULATIONS FOR WORKERS AT REMEDIAL ACTION SITES.  REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE
   NOT EXPECTED TO DISTURB THE WETLANDS LOCATED TO THE WEST OF LANDFILL #2.
   HOWEVER, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AT LANDFILL #1 ARE LIKELY TO CAUSE
   MINOR DISTURBANCES ALONG THE PERIPHERY OF THE WETLANDS LOCATED ALONG THE
   WILLIS BRANCH.  POSSIBLE DISTURBANCES COULD INCLUDE INCREASED SEDIMENT
   YIELD, CLEARING OF SOME TREES AND BUSHES, AND DAMAGE RESULTING FROM
   EQUIPMENT ACCESS.  THESE DISTURBANCES SHOULD BE KEPT TO A MINIMUM, AND
   CONSTRUCTION PLANS WOULD BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE US ARMY CORPS
   OF ENGINEERS AND DNREC.  GROUND WATER DISCHARGED FROM THE SUBDRAIN TO
   THE WILLIS BRANCH WILL HAVE TO COMPLY WITH DELAWARE SURFACE WATER
   QUALITY STANDARDS OF 1990.  BECAUSE THE GROUND WATER UPGRADIENT OF THE
   LANDFILL IS NOT CONTAMINATED, TREATMENT OF THE GROUND WATER TO REMOVE
   HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS WOULD NOT BE NECESSARY.  HOWEVER, TREATMENT MAY
   STILL BE NECESSARY DUE TO THE INDIGENOUS HIGH LEVELS OF IRON IN THE
   SHALLOW AQUIFER.  DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS WOULD BE DEVELOPED BASED ON
   DELAWARE SURFACE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OF 1990.  THIS ALTERNATIVE
   WOULD COMPLY WITH ALL CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS.  BEFORE ANY REMEDIAL
   ACTIONS ARE CONDUCTED AT THE SITE, THE DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF STATE
   WOULD BE CONTACTED TO ENSURE ADHERENCE TO THE NATIONAL HISTORIC
   PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966.

   CAPITAL COST:                          $ 4,343,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $   921,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 5,264,000

   ALTERNATIVE 6 -- VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND (VOC) STRIPPING BY AERATION.
   THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES REMOVAL OF VOCS FROM THE WASTE BY AERATION,
   FIRST BY AGGRESSIVE AGITATION WITHIN AN ENCLOSED SPACE, AND SECOND BY
   FURTHER AERATION OUTSIDE THE SHELTER.  AFTER AERATION, THE TREATED
   MATERIAL WOULD BE STABILIZED, IF NECESSARY, AND DISPOSED OF ONSITE.
   THIS ALTERNATIVE ALSO INCLUDES A SITE FENCE, A SITE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM,
   DEED RESTRICTIONS ON FUTURE GROUND WATER AND LAND USE, GROUND WATER AND
   LEACHATE MONITORING, AND A SITE REVIEW EVERY FIVE YEARS.

   IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT THIS ALTERNATIVE, AN ENCLOSED SHELTER CONTAINING
   AIR EXCHANGE FEATURES TO CONTROL VOC RELEASE TO THE SURROUNDING AIR



   WOULD BE CONSTRUCTED AT LANDFILL #1.  THE MATERIAL IN LANDFILL #2 WOULD
   BE EXCAVATED AND TRANSPORTED TO LANDFILL #1 FOR TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL.
   EMPTY LANDFILL #2 WASTE CELLS WOULD BE BACKFILLED AND GRADED.  THE SAME
   TREATMENT PROCESS WOULD BE APPLIED TO THE MATERIAL IN LANDFILL #1.
   APPROXIMATELY 45,000 YDS(3) OF WASTE AND 15,000 YDS(3) OF SOIL MIXED
   WITH WASTE FROM LANDFILL #1, AND 45,000 YDS(3) OF WASTE AND 5,000 YDS(3)
   OF SOIL MIXED WITH WASTE FROM LANDFILL #2 WOULD BE TREATED UNDER THIS
   ALTERNATIVE.  THE PRIMARY METHOD FOR REDUCING THE CONCENTRATION OF
   CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN IS PERMANENT REMOVAL OF VOCS BY AERATION.
   ALTHOUGH NO TREATABILITY TESTING HAS BEEN CONDUCTED, A LANDFARMING
   EQUATION MODIFIED BY AN AERATION FACTOR WAS USED TO PREDICT THE
   EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS TREATMENT METHOD.  AN ESTIMATED 95 PERCENT (TWO
   ORDERS OF MAGNITUDE) REDUCTION IN CONCENTRATIONS OF TOTAL VOCS WAS PREDICTED.

   THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD ADDRESS THE WASTE IN THE LANDFILLS, THE POTENTIAL
   SOURCE OF OFFSITE CONTAMINATION.  SINCE ALL WASTE WOULD BE REMOVED FROM
   LANDFILL #2, AND SINCE THE WASTE RESIDUALS RESULTING FROM THE TREATMENT
   OF THE MATERIAL FROM BOTH LANDFILLS WILL CONTAIN SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCED
   LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS AND WOULD BE LANDFILLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
   DELAWARE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS OF MARCH 1990 OR RCRA SUBTITLE
   C (HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT), VIRTUALLY ALL RISK EVALUATED FOR THE
   SITE WOULD BE ELIMINATED.  TREATMENT OF ALL WASTE MATERIAL FROM BOTH
   LANDFILLS WOULD BE EXPECTED TO TAKE ONE YEAR TO EIGHTEEN MONTHS.
   MATERIALS REQUIRED FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE AVAILABLE.  HOWEVER,
   POTENTIAL IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS INCLUDE PROTECTION OF WORKERS' HEALTH,
   AIR MONITORING REQUIREMENTS, AND POTENTIAL FOR SLOWDOWN OF THE PROCESS
   DUE TO VARIABILITY IN VOC EMISSIONS.

   NO CHEMICAL- OR LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS ARE VIOLATED BY THE SITE IN ITS
   CURRENT CONDITION.  ALL ONSITE ACTIVITIES WOULD BE CARRIED OUT IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (OSHA)
   REGULATIONS FOR WORKERS AT REMEDIAL ACTION SITES.  BECAUSE THERE ARE NO
   AIR QUALITY ARARS FOR THE CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN, A SITE-SPECIFIC AIR
   QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM, DEVELOPED USING HEALTH-BASED EXPOSURE
   LEVELS, WOULD BE INCLUDED AS A PART OF THE HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN
   DEVELOPED FOR REMEDIAL ACTION.  ALTHOUGH THE WASTE PRESENT AT THE SITE
   IS NOT NOW CONSIDERED A HAZARDOUS WASTE OR HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE UNDER
   RCRA, TREATED WASTE WOULD BE SUBJECT TO RECLASSIFICATION BASED UPON
   TOXICITY CHARACTERISTIC LEACHING PROCEDURE (TCLP) TESTING PRIOR TO
   DISPOSAL.  IF THE TREATED WASTE WERE RECLASSIFIED AS A HAZARDOUS WASTE,
   SUBSEQUENT DISPOSAL OF THE WASTE WOULD COMPLY WITH RCRA SUBTITLE C
   (HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT).  IF THE TREATED WASTE WAS NOT
   RECLASSIFIED, DISPOSAL WOULD COMPLY WITH DELAWARE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
   REGULATIONS OF MARCH, 1990.

   REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE NOT EXPECTED TO DISTURB THE WETLANDS LOCATED TO THE
   WEST OF LANDFILL #2.  HOWEVER, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AT LANDFILL #1
   ARE LIKELY TO CAUSE MINOR DISTURBANCES ALONG THE PERIPHERY OF THE
   WETLANDS LOCATED ALONG THE WILLIS BRANCH.  THESE DISTURBANCES SHOULD BE
   KEPT TO A MINIMUM.  IF DISTURBANCE OF THE WETLANDS IS UNAVOIDABLE,
   MITIGATION MEASURES SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED, AND CONSTRUCTION PLANS SHOULD
   BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS AND DNREC.
   BEFORE ANY REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE CONDUCTED AT THE SITE, THE DELAWARE
   DEPARTMENT OF STATE WOULD BE CONTACTED TO ENSURE ADHERENCE TO THE
   NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966.

   CAPITAL COST:                          $ 16,281,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $    427,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 16,708,000

   ALTERNATIVE 7 -- ONSITE INCINERATION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD INVOLVE
   EXCAVATION OF ALL WASTE FROM LANDFILLS #1 AND #2, INCINERATION OF WASTE
   MATERIAL FROM BOTH LANDFILLS AT LANDFILL #1, STABILIZATION OF
   INCINERATOR ASH AND POLLUTION CONTROL SYSTEM WASTE, AND ONSITE
   CONTAINMENT OF STABILIZED MATERIALS AT LANDFILL #1.  LANDFILL #2 CELLS
   WOULD BE BACKFILLED WITH CLEAN FILL AND REVEGETATED.



   IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT THIS ALTERNATIVE, APPROXIMATELY 10 ACRES WOULD BE
   CLEARED AT LANDFILL #1 FOR INCINERATOR STAGING AND GENERAL SUPPORT
   ACTIVITIES.  SURFACE WATER CONTROL FEATURES, INCLUDING A DIVERSION DITCH
   AND SEDIMENT CATCH BASIN, WOULD BE DEVELOPED.  APPROXIMATELY
   60,000 YDS(3) OF WASTE MATERIAL WOULD BE EXCAVATED FROM LANDFILL #1.
   APPROXIMATELY 50,000 YDS(3) OF ADDITIONAL WASTE WOULD BE EXCAVATED FROM
   LANDFILL #2 AND TRANSPORTED TO LANDFILL #1 FOR TREATMENT.  A TOTAL OF
   110,000 YDS(3) OF MATERIAL WOULD BE INCINERATED.  AN ESTIMATED
   79,000 YDS(3) OF ASH AND SCRUBBER WASTE, ALONG WITH SOIL MIXED WITH
   SMALL QUANTITIES OF WASTE EXCAVATED AT LANDFILL #1, WOULD BE STABILIZED
   AND CONTAINED ONSITE.  A SITE MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE PLAN WOULD BE
   IMPLEMENTED AND A SITE REVIEW WOULD BE CONDUCTED EVERY FIVE YEARS.

   THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD ADDRESS THE WASTE MATERIAL ITSELF, THE POTENTIAL
   SOURCE OF OFFSITE CONTAMINATION.  THE INCINERATOR WOULD DESTROY 99.99
   PERCENT OF THE VOCS IN THE WASTE.  RESIDUAL MATERIALS REMAINING ONSITE
   WOULD POSE VERY LITTLE THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT
   (ESTIMATED AT 0.1 PERCENT OF THE CURRENT RISK).  EXCAVATION AND
   INCINERATION OF WASTE MATERIALS AND CLOSURE OF THE LANDFILLS MAY TAKE AS
   LONG AS SEVEN YEARS FROM THE START OF REMEDIATION.

   NO CHEMICAL- OR LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS ARE VIOLATED AT THE SITE.
   INCINERATOR OPERATIONS WOULD COMPLY WITH RCRA INCINERATION OPERATION
   REGULATIONS (40 CFR PART 264, SUBPART O,), INCLUDING PERFORMANCE
   STANDARDS, AND OPERATING, MONITORING, AND INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS.
   WATER QUALITY REQUIREMENTS FOR DISCHARGE OF WASTE WATER FOLLOWING
   TREATMENT OF SCRUBBER ASH BLOWDOWN WOULD BE SUBJECT TO STATE AND FEDERAL
   NATIONAL POLLUTION DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) RULES
   (40 CFR PARTS 122 THROUGH 124, EXCEPT, IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 121(E)
   OF CERCLA, 42 USC S9621(E), FOR PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS).  ALTHOUGH THE
   WASTE PRESENT AT THE SITE IS NOT NOW CONSIDERED A HAZARDOUS WASTE OR A
   HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE UNDER RCRA, TREATED WASTE WOULD BE SUBJECT TO
   RECLASSIFICATION BASED UPON TOXICITY CHARACTERISTIC LEACHING PROCEDURE
   (TCLP) TESTING PRIOR TO DISPOSAL.  IF THE TREATED WASTE WERE
   RECLASSIFIED AS A HAZARDOUS WASTE, SUBSEQUENT DISPOSAL OF THE WASTE
   WOULD COMPLY WITH RCRA SUBTITLE C (HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT).  IF THE
   TREATED WASTE WAS NOT RECLASSIFIED, DISPOSAL WOULD COMPLY WITH
   DELAWARE'S SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS OF MARCH 1990.

   DURING SITE WORK, CLEAN AIR ACT (CAA), 42 USC S7401 ET SEQ., AND
   DELAWARE REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE CONTROL OF AIR POLLUTION WOULD HAVE
   TO BE MET.  COMPLIANCE WITH NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
   (NAAQS) FOR PARTICULATE MATTER (40 CFR PART 50) WOULD ALSO BE REQUIRED.
   IN ADDITION, BECAUSE EXCAVATION AND HANDLING OF THE WASTE WOULD ALLOW
   VOCS TO BE RELEASED INTO THE ATMOSPHERE, A SITE-SPECIFIC AIR QUALITY
   MONITORING PLAN WOULD BE DEVELOPED TO ENSURE THE HEALTH OF WORKERS AND
   NEARBY RESIDENTS IS NOT THREATENED BY SITE ACTIVITIES.  ALL ONSITE
   ACTIVITIES WOULD BE CARRIED OUT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL
   SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (OSHA) REGULATIONS FOR WORKERS AT
   REMEDIAL ACTION SITES.

   REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE NOT EXPECTED TO DISTURB THE WETLANDS LOCATED TO THE
   WEST OF LANDFILL #2.  HOWEVER, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES AT LANDFILL #1
   ARE LIKELY TO CAUSE MINOR DISTURBANCES ALONG THE PERIPHERY OF THE
   WETLANDS LOCATED ALONG THE WILLIS BRANCH.  IF DISTURBANCE OF THE
   WETLANDS IS UNAVOIDABLE, ADEQUATE MITIGATION MEASURES SHOULD BE
   IMPLEMENTED, AND CONSTRUCTION PLANS SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY
   THE US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS AND DNREC.  BEFORE ANY REMEDIAL ACTIONS
   ARE CONDUCTED AT THE SITE, THE DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF STATE WOULD BE
   CONTACTED TO ENSURE ADHERENCE TO THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT
   OF 1966.

   CAPITAL COST:                          $ 82,571,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $    427,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 82,998,000



   #SCAA
   SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

   THE FOLLOWING SECTION PROVIDES A BRIEF COMPARISON OF EACH OF THE
   ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED FOR THIS SITE TO EACH OF THE NINE EVALUATION
   CRITERIA IDENTIFIED IN THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP).  THE NINE
   CRITERIA ARE SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 14.  THE FIRST TWO CRITERIA, OVERALL
   PROTECTIVENESS AND COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS, ARE CONSIDERED THRESHOLD
   CRITERIA WHICH ANY SELECTED ALTERNATIVE MUST MEET.  THE NEXT FIVE
   CRITERIA, LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE, REDUCTION OF TOXICITY,
   MOBILITY, OR VOLUME, SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS, IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND
   COST, ARE CONSIDERED THE PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA.  THE FINAL TWO
   CRITERIA, STATE AND COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE, ARE REFERRED TO AS MODIFYING
   CRITERIA, WHICH ARE EVALUATED FOLLOWING THE COMMENT PERIOD FOR THE RI/FS
   AND THE PROPOSED PLAN.

   OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

   NO ACTION: THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD NOT RESULT IN ANY REDUCTION IN OVERALL
   RISK POSED BY THE SITE.  BY NOT PREVENTING CONTACT WITH ONSITE
   CONTAMINANTS AND NOT PREVENTING FUTURE RESIDENTIAL USE, THIS ALTERNATIVE
   IS NOT PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  SINCE THIS
   ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT MEET THE THRESHOLD CRITERIA, IT WILL NOT BE CARRIED
   THROUGH FOR ANALYSIS AGAINST THE REMAINING CRITERIA.

   MONITORING: ALTHOUGH THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD DETECT CHANGES IN SITE
   CONDITIONS, IT WOULD NOT RESTRICT ACCESS TO SITE WASTE AND ALLOWS FUTURE
   RESIDENTIAL USE OF THE SITE.  THEREFORE, IT WOULD NOT RESULT IN ANY
   REDUCTION IN OVERALL RISK.  THIS ALTERNATIVE IS ALSO NOT PROTECTIVE OF
   HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND WILL NOT BE RETAINED FOR FURTHER
   ANALYSIS AGAINST THE REMAINING CRITERIA.

   LIMITED ACTION: BY COVERING LEACHATE SEEPS AND CLOSING THE LEACHATE
   COLLECTION SYSTEM, THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD PREVENT DIRECT CONTACT WITH
   THE LEACHATE AT THE SITE.  DEED RESTRICTIONS WOULD PREVENT FUTURE
   RESIDENTIAL USE OF THE PROPERTY.  MONITORING WOULD DETECT ANY CHANGES IN
   GROUND WATER QUALITY, AND IF NECESSARY, A GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT ZONE
   CAN BE DEVELOPED AND REPLACEMENT WELLS INSTALLED.  THE SITE FENCE WOULD
   RESTRICT ACCESS OF UNAUTHORIZED PERSONS TO THE SITE.  THIS ALTERNATIVE
   VIRTUALLY ELIMINATES THE POSSIBILITY OF EXPOSURE TO WASTE AND LEACHATE
   AND DRIVES THE CANCER RISK AND HAZARD INDEX SCORE BELOW 1 X (10-6) AND
   1.0, RESPECTIVELY.  THIS ALTERNATIVE IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND
   THE ENVIRONMENT.

   SOIL CAP: IN ADDITION TO THE PROTECTION DESCRIBED UNDER THE LIMITED
   ACTION ALTERNATIVE, THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD FURTHER ENHANCE THE LONG-TERM
   STABILITY OF THE SITE AND MAINTAIN CELL CAP INTEGRITY.  THIS ALTERNATIVE
   IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

   MULTI-LAYER CAP (BOTH LANDFILLS) AND SUBDRAIN (LANDFILL #1) ONLY

   THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF LEACHATE GENERATED BY BOTH
   LANDFILLS BY USE OF ENGINEERING CONTROLS, AND WOULD FURTHER REDUCE THE
   POTENTIAL FOR CONTACT WITH THE WASTE USING INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS.  THE
   CARCINOGENIC RISK AND HAZARD INDEX SCORE UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE
   WELL BELOW 1 X (10-6) AND 1.0, RESPECTIVELY; THEREFORE, THIS ALTERNATIVE
   IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

   VOC STRIPPING: BY REMOVING WASTE FROM LANDFILL #2, ALL RISKS ASSOCIATED
   WITH THAT PORTION OF THE SITE WOULD BE ELIMINATED.  ALL WASTE FROM BOTH
   LANDFILLS WOULD BE TREATED, REDUCING BY 95 PERCENT THE AMOUNT OF VOCS
   FOUND IN THE WASTE.  TREATED WASTE WOULD BE DISPOSED OF AT LANDFILL #1
   IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS FOR AN INDUSTRIAL LANDFILL.  DURING
   IMPLEMENTATION, A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF VOCS WOULD BE RELEASED INTO THE
   ATMOSPHERE, CAUSING POTENTIAL PROBLEMS FOR SITE WORKERS AND NEARBY
   RESIDENTS.  AFTER IMPLEMENTATION, THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD REDUCE THE
   CARCINOGENIC RISKS AND HAZARD INDEX SCORES TO BELOW 1 X (10-6) AND 1.0,



   RESPECTIVELY, AND IS THEREFORE PROTECTIVE.

   ONSITE INCINERATION: REMOVAL OF WASTE FROM LANDFILL #2 FOR TREATMENT AT
   LANDFILL #1 WOULD ELIMINATE ALL RISKS POSED BY LANDFILL #2.  DESTRUCTION
   OF 99.99 PERCENT OF THE VOCS IN THE WASTE AND SUBSEQUENT DISPOSAL OF
   STABILIZED ASH AS REQUIRED FOR AN INDUSTRIAL LANDFILL WOULD REDUCE THE
   CARCINOGENIC RISKS AND HAZARD INDEX SCORES TO BELOW 1 X (10-6) AND 1.0,
   RESPECTIVELY, AND IS THEREFORE PROTECTIVE.

   COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

   SITE MEDIA DO NOT CURRENTLY EXCEED ANY CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS, NOR DO
   THEY VIOLATE ANY LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS.  ONSITE ACTIVITIES FOR ALL
   ALTERNATIVES WOULD BE CARRIED OUT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL
   SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (OSHA) REQUIREMENTS FOR WORKERS AT
   REMEDIAL ACTION SITES (29 CFR PART 1910).  REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE NOT
   EXPECTED TO DISTURB THE WETLANDS LOCATED TO THE WEST OF LANDFILL #2.
   HOWEVER, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ALONG THE NORTHERN SLOPE OF LANDFILL #1
   ARE LIKELY TO CAUSE MINOR DISTURBANCES ALONG THE PERIPHERY OF THE
   WETLANDS LOCATED ALONG THE WILLIS BRANCH.  THESE DISTURBANCES WILL BE
   KEPT TO A MINIMUM, AND CONSTRUCTION PLANS WILL BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED
   BY THE US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS AND DNREC.  BEFORE ANY REMEDIAL
   ACTIONS ARE CONDUCTED AT THE SITE, THE DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF STATE WILL
   BE CONTACTED TO ENSURE ADHERENCE TO THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION
   ACT OF 1966.

   ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED FOR BOTH TREATMENT
   ALTERNATIVES (VOC STRIPPING AND INCINERATION).  EXCAVATION AND TREATMENT
   OF WASTE COULD RESULT IN RELEASE OF VOCS ABOVE HEALTH BASED STANDARDS.
   ALTHOUGH THE WASTE PRESENT AT THE SITE IS NOT NOW CONSIDERED A HAZARDOUS
   WASTE OR A HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE UNDER RCRA, TREATED WASTE WOULD BE
   SUBJECT TO RECLASSIFICATION BASED UPON TOXICITY CHARACTERISTIC LEACHING
   PROCEDURE (TCLP) TESTING PRIOR TO DISPOSAL.  IF THE TREATED WASTE WERE
   RECLASSIFIED AS A HAZARDOUS WASTE, SUBSEQUENT DISPOSAL OF THE WASTE
   WOULD COMPLY WITH RCRA SUBTITLE C (HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT).  IF THE
   TREATED WASTE WAS NOT RECLASSIFIED, DISPOSAL WOULD COMPLY WITH
   DELAWARE'S SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS FOR INDUSTRIAL LANDFILLS
   (MARCH, 1990).

   LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

   LIMITED ACTION: DETERIORATION OF THE CURRENT CAPPING SYSTEM IS NOT
   LIKELY TO OCCUR DUE TO THE RELATIVELY FLAT TOPOGRAPHICAL PROFILE OF THE
   LANDFILLS.  LOCKED SECURITY FENCES WILL LIMIT ACCESS TO THE SITE TO
   AUTHORIZED PERSONS AND THEREFORE WILL LIMIT POTENTIAL DISTURBANCE OF THE
   CAPS.  THIS ALTERNATIVE IS RATED AS MODERATE IN LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
   AND PERMANENCE AS COMPARED TO THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES.

   SOIL CAP: THIS ALTERNATIVE FURTHER REDUCES THE POTENTIAL FOR EROSION
   DAMAGE, AND WAS RATED AS MODERATE WITH RESPECT TO THE LONG-TERM
   EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE CRITERIA.

   MULTI-LAYER CAP AND SUBDRAIN: THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD PROVIDE THE MOST
   SECURE SOURCE CONTROL THROUGH CONTAINMENT.  THIS ALTERNATIVE IS RATED
   HIGH IN LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE.

   VOC STRIPPING: TREATED WASTE CONTAINED ONSITE UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE
   WOULD CONTAIN VERY LOW LEVELS OF VOCS.  WASTES WOULD BE DISPOSED OF IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH DELAWARE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS OF MARCH 1990
   OR RCRA SUBTITLE C (HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT), WHICH PROVIDE FOR
   LONG-TERM SITE MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING.  LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND
   PERMANENCE OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS RATED AS HIGH.

   ONSITE INCINERATION: ALL ORGANICS WOULD BE DESTROYED UNDER THIS
   ALTERNATIVE.  RESIDUAL ASH AND WASTE WOULD BE DISPOSED OF ONSITE IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF THE DELAWARE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
   REGULATIONS OF MARCH 1990 OR RCRA SUBTITLE C (HAZARDOUS WASTE



   MANAGEMENT), WHICH PROVIDE FOR LONG-TERM SITE MAINTENANCE AND
   MONITORING.  LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE OF THIS ALTERNATIVE
   IS RATED AS HIGH.

   REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME (TMV)

   LIMITED ACTION, SOIL CAP, AND MULTI-LAYER CAP AND SUBDRAIN: BECAUSE
   TREATMENT IS NOT EMPLOYED AS A PART OF ANY OF THESE THREE ALTERNATIVES,
   NONE ACHIEVE ANY REDUCTION IN TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME.

   VOC STRIPPING: ALTHOUGH THE VOLUME OF THE WASTE WOULD BE THE SAME BEFORE
   AND AFTER TREATMENT, THE VOC CONTENT WOULD BE REDUCED BY AN ESTIMATED 95
   PERCENT, THEREBY REDUCING THE TOXICITY OF THE WASTE.  SHOULD TREATED
   WASTE REQUIRE STABILIZATION PRIOR TO DISPOSAL, MOBILITY OF THE RESIDUAL
   CONTAMINANTS WOULD BE REDUCED.  THE OVERALL RATING FOR REDUCTION OF TMV
   IS MODERATE.

   ONSITE INCINERATION: BECAUSE 99.99 PERCENT OF ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS IN
   THE WASTE WOULD BE DESTROYED, THE TOXICITY OF THE WASTE WOULD BE REDUCED
   SIGNIFICANTLY.  BECAUSE OF THE HIGH ASH CONTENT OF THE WASTE, VOLUME
   WOULD NOT BE REDUCED SIGNIFICANTLY.  SHOULD ASH RESIDUE REQUIRE
   STABILIZATION PRIOR TO DISPOSAL, MOBILITY WOULD BE DECREASED AS WELL.
   THE OVERALL RATING FOR REDUCTION OF TMV IS HIGH.

   SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

   LIMITED ACTION: BECAUSE THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES VERY LIMITED SITE
   ACTIVITIES THAT WOULD RESULT IN ONLY LIMITED DISTURBANCE OF THE SITE OR
   WASTE DURING THE TWO-MONTH TIME FRAME REQUIRED FOR IMPLEMENTATION, ITS
   SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS IS RATED AS HIGH.

   SOIL CAP: DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE ENTIRE SITE
   WOULD BE DISTURBED FOR REGRADING.  HOWEVER, NO WASTE WOULD BE DISTURBED
   DURING THE THREE-MONTH TIME FRAME NEEDED FOR IMPLEMENTATION.  SHORT-TERM
   EFFECTIVENESS IS THEREFORE RATED AS HIGH.

   MULTI-LAYER CAP AND SUBDRAIN: THE SITE SURFACE WOULD BE DISTURBED DURING
   PLACEMENT OF THE MULTI-LAYER CAPS AND LANDFILL #1 SUBDRAIN.  HOWEVER,
   THERE WOULD BE RELATIVELY LITTLE POTENTIAL FOR DISTURBANCE OF THE WASTE
   DURING SITE ACTIVITIES.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD TAKE APPROXIMATELY SIX
   MONTHS TO IMPLEMENT; HOWEVER, THE TIME FOR IMPLEMENTATION WOULD BE
   CONSIDERABLY SHORTER THAN FOR EITHER TREATMENT ALTERNATIVE.  SHORT-TERM
   EFFECTIVENESS IS RATED AS MODERATE.

   VOC STRIPPING: ALL WASTE AT BOTH LANDFILLS WOULD BE DISTURBED DURING
   IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS REMEDY, RESULTING IN THE POTENTIAL FOR
   SIGNIFICANT VOC EMISSIONS.  THE TIME NECESSARY FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF
   THIS REMEDY IS TWELVE TO EIGHTEEN MONTHS.  DUE TO SHORT-TERM RISK FROM
   VOC EMISSIONS, SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS IS RATED AS LOW.

   ONSITE INCINERATION: THIS ALTERNATIVE REQUIRES EXCAVATION AND HANDLING
   OF ALL WASTE ONSITE, RESULTING IN THE POTENTIAL FOR SIGNIFICANT VOC
   EMISSIONS AND THE SUBSEQUENT THREAT TO SITE WORKERS AND NEARBY
   RESIDENCES DURING SITE ACTIVITIES.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD REQUIRE AN
   ESTIMATED SEVEN YEARS FOR IMPLEMENTATION.  DUE TO RISK ASSOCIATED WITH
   VOC EMISSIONS AND THE LONG TIME FRAME REQUIRED FOR IMPLEMENTATION,
   SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS IS RATED AS LOW.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

   LIMITED ACTION, SOIL CAP: BOTH OF THESE ALTERNATIVES ARE EASILY
   IMPLEMENTED BECAUSE THEY REQUIRE RELATIVELY SIMPLE ACTIONS.
   IMPLEMENTABILITY OF THESE ALTERNATIVES IS RATED AS HIGH.

   MULTI-LAYER CAP AND SUBDRAIN: CONSTRUCTION OF CAPS AT BOTH LANDFILLS AND
   A SUBDRAIN AT LANDFILL #1 WOULD BE RELATIVELY EASY, USING CONVENTIONAL
   CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS AND METHODS.  WHEN COMPARED TO THE ALTERNATIVES



   LIMITED ACTION OR SOIL CAP, THIS ALTERNATIVE RATES MODERATE IN TERMS OF
   IMPLEMENTABILITY.

   VOC STRIPPING: THE EQUIPMENT REQUIRED FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS READILY
   AVAILABLE.  HOWEVER, THIS OPERATION IS NOT ROUTINELY PERFORMED, AND
   CONTROL OF VOC EMISSIONS COULD BE DIFFICULT.  THEREFORE, THIS
   ALTERNATIVE RATES LOW FOR IMPLEMENTABILITY.

   ONSITE INCINERATION: THE AVAILABILITY AND CAPACITY OF MOBILE
   INCINERATORS IS LIMITED.  VOC EMISSION CONTROL DURING SITE ACTIVITIES,
   ALTHOUGH POSSIBLE, COULD BE DIFFICULT.  BECAUSE THE TYPES OF
   INCINERATORS IN USE TODAY (ROTARY KILN, FLUIDIZED BED, AND INFRARED
   THERMAL TREATMENT) ALL REQUIRE RELATIVELY SMALL SIZED FEED PARTICLES
   (ONE TO TWO INCHES) TO FUNCTION EFFICIENTLY, THE WASTES' WET CLAY-LIKE
   PROPERTIES WILL NECESSITATE SUBSTANTIAL PRE-FEED HANDLING OF THE WASTE
   MATERIALS.  BECAUSE THE MOISTURE CONTENT OF THE WASTE MATERIAL IS HIGH
   (AVERAGE FOR WASTE SAMPLES AT BOTH LANDFILLS IS 40 PERCENT, COMPARED TO
   10 TO 20 PERCENT GENERALLY SEEN IN SOILS), LONGER RESIDENCE TIME (AND
   GREATER AMOUNTS OF AUXILIARY FUEL) WOULD BE NEEDED TO INCINERATE THE
   SLUDGE MATERIAL THAN WOULD BE NEEDED TO INCINERATE A COMPARABLE QUANTITY
   OF SOIL.  ALTHOUGH IT MAY BE THEORETICALLY POSSIBLE TO INCINERATE THE
   WASTE MATERIAL, THE PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WASTE WOULD RENDER
   SUCH AN OPERATION HIGHLY INEFFICIENT.  THEREFORE, THIS ALTERNATIVE RATES
   LOW WITH RESPECT TO IMPLEMENTABILITY.

   COST

   ALL COST FIGURES ASSUME 30 YEARS OF OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND MONITORING.

   LIMITED ACTION

   CAPITAL COST:                          $   555,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $   685,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 1,240,000

   SOIL CAP

   CAPITAL COST:                          $ 1,706,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $   778,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 2,484,000

   MULTI-LAYER CAP & SUBDRAIN (LANDFILL #1 ONLY)

   CAPITAL COST:                          $ 4,343,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $   921,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 5,264,000

   VOC STRIPPING

   CAPITAL COST:                          $ 16,281,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $    427,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 16,708,000

   ONSITE INCINERATION

   CAPITAL COST:                          $ 82,571,000
   OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COST:          $    427,000
   NET PRESENT WORTH:                     $ 82,998,000

   STATE ACCEPTANCE

   THE STATE OF DELAWARE HAS CONCURRED WITH THE PREFERRED REMEDY.

   COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

   IN ORDER TO FACILITATE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE DECISION MAKING
   PROCESS, EPA HELD A PUBLIC MEETING ON SEPTEMBER 5, 1990, AT THE CHESWOLD



   FIRE HALL TO DISCUSS THE RI/FS AND THE PROPOSED PLAN.  THIS MEETING WAS
   ATTENDED BY LOCAL RESIDENTS, LOCAL OFFICIALS, AND MEMBERS OF THE LOCAL
   NEWS MEDIA.  A SUMMARY OF THE ISSUES RAISED AT THE PUBLIC MEETING AND IN
   LETTERS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND EPA'S RESPONSES
   ARE PROVIDED IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY SECTION OF THIS ROD.

   IN GENERAL, THE LOCAL CITIZENS DID NOT FAVOR EPA'S PREFERRED
   ALTERNATIVE.  THE CITIZENS EXPRESSED A DESIRE FOR AN ALTERNATIVE THAT
   WOULD RESULT IN TOTAL REMOVAL OF ALL WASTE FROM BOTH LANDFILLS.  AN
   ALTERNATIVE THAT CALLED FOR COMPLETE EXCAVATION OF WASTE FOR OFFSITE
   DISPOSAL WAS CONSIDERED DURING THE PRELIMINARY SCREENING STEP OF THE
   FEASIBILITY STUDY, BUT THIS ALTERNATIVE DID NOT SATISFY THE PRELIMINARY
   SCREENING CRITERIA: EFFECTIVENESS, IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND
   COST-EFFECTIVENESS.  EPA BELIEVES THAT THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, THE
   PRIMARY COMPONENT OF WHICH IS DEED RESTRICTIONS, IS CONSISTENT WITH THE
   NCP, 55 FED. REG. 8,846 (MARCH 8, 1990) (TO BE CODIFIED AT
   40 CFR S300.430(A)(1)(III)(D)), WHICH STATES, "EPA EXPECTS TO USE
   INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS SUCH AS . . . DEED RESTRICTIONS . . . AS
   APPROPRIATE FOR SHORT- AND LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT TO PREVENT OR LIMIT
   EXPOSURE TO HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, POLLUTANTS, OR CONTAMINANTS. . . . THE
   USE OF INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS SHALL NOT SUBSTITUTE FOR ACTIVE RESPONSE
   MEASURES . . . AS THE SOLE REMEDY UNLESS SUCH ACTIVE MEASURES ARE
   DETERMINED NOT TO BE PRACTICABLE, BASED ON THE BALANCING OF TRADE-OFFS
   AMONG ALTERNATIVES THAT IS CONDUCTED DURING THE SELECTION OF REMEDY."

   #SLR
   SELECTED REMEDY

   THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR THE SITE IS ALTERNATIVE 3 - LIMITED ACTION.  THE
   SELECTED REMEDY INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS:

            *    DEED RESTRICTIONS WILL BE PLACED ON EACH LANDFILL PROPERTY
                 TO LIMIT THE FUTURE USES OF THE PROPERTY.  THE
                 RESTRICTIONS WOULD PROHIBIT ANY TYPE OF ACTIVITY THAT
                 COULD DISTURB THE LANDFILL SURFACES OR THE UNDERLYING
                 WASTE, OR IN ANY WAY INCREASE THE RISK OF EXPOSURE TO SITE
                 CONTAMINANTS.

            *    THE ENTIRE WASTE DISPOSAL AREAS OF BOTH LANDFILLS WILL BE
                 ENCLOSED BY A CHAIN-LINK SECURITY FENCE WITH A LOCKED GATE
                 TO RESTRICT THE ACCESS OF UNAUTHORIZED PERSONS AND
                 EQUIPMENT ONTO THE LANDFILLS.  APPROPRIATE WARNING SIGNS
                 WILL BE PLACED ALONG THE FENCE.

            *    COVER MATERIAL WILL BE PLACED ALONG THE NORTHERN SLOPE OF
                 LANDFILL #1 TO COVER EXPOSED LEACHATE SEEPS.  THE COVER
                 WILL BE GRADED TO CONFORM WITH EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERNS.
                 THIS COVER WILL REDUCE THE POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT CONTACT
                 WITH THE LEACHATE, AND WILL REDUCE POTENTIAL EROSION FROM
                 SURFACE WATER RUNOFF ALONG THE FAIRLY STEEP SLOPE.

            *    AREAS OF LANDFILL #2 WHICH HAVE SUBSIDED DUE TO UNEVEN
                 SETTLING OF WASTE WILL BE BACKFILLED TO GRADE AND SEEDED.

            *    LEACHATE COLLECTION WELLS AT LANDFILL #2 WILL BE SEALED
                 WITH GROUT TO REDUCE THE POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT CONTACT WITH
                 LEACHATE.

            *    GROUND WATER WILL BE SAMPLED SEMI-ANNUALLY AT BOTH
                 LANDFILLS.  SHOULD MONITORING DETECT ANY SIGNIFICANT
                 CHANGES IN GROUND WATER QUALITY, THE STATE OF DELAWARE AND
                 KENT COUNTY WILL ESTABLISH A GWMZ IN THE VICINITY OF THE
                 SITE TO PREVENT THE USE OF SHALLOW GROUND WATER.  ANY
                 WELLS AFFECTED BY THE GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION WILL BE
                 REPLACED WITH DEEPER WELLS.



            *    THE LANDFILLS WILL BE INSPECTED SEMI-ANNUALLY DURING
                 GROUND WATER SAMPLING EVENTS.

            *    SURFACE WATER MONITORING WILL BE CONDUCTED AT THE WILLIS
                 BRANCH ADJACENT TO LANDFILL #1 AT THE SAME TIME AS GROUND
                 WATER MONITORING FOR A PERIOD OF NO LESS THAN FIVE YEARS.
                 SHOULD ANY CHANGES BE DETECTED IN THE QUALITY OF THE
                 WILLIS BRANCH, MORE EXTENSIVE TESTING, INCLUDING
                 BIOASSAYS, WILL BE CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE WHETHER FURTHER
                 REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE NECESSARY.

            *    A REVIEW OF THIS REMEDIAL ACTION, INCLUDING SITE
                 INSPECTION REPORTS AND GROUND WATER AND SURFACE WATER
                 DATA, WILL BE CONDUCTED NO LESS OFTEN THAN EACH FIVE YEARS
                 AFTER THE INITIATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE AS REQUIRED UNDER
                 SECTION 121(C) OF CERCLA, 42 USC S9621(C), FOR SITES WHERE
                 HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, POLLUTANTS, OR CONTAMINANTS REMAIN
                 AT THE SITE.

   THE GOAL OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION IS TO REDUCE THE POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE
   CONTACT WITH THE WASTE OR WITH SITE CONTAMINANTS, THEREBY REDUCING RISK
   TO WITHIN EPA GUIDELINES.  THE CANCER RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH NO ACTION AT
   BOTH LANDFILLS IS AT OR ABOVE EPA'S GUIDELINE OF 1 X (10-4); AFTER
   IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY, CANCER RISKS WILL BE BELOW
   1 X (10-6).  THE HAZARD INDEX SCORES ASSOCIATED WITH NO ACTION AT BOTH
   LANDFILLS IS ABOVE EPA'S GUIDELINE OF 1.0; AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
   SELECTED REMEDY, THE HAZARD INDEX SCORES WILL BE BELOW 1.0.  THE COST
   SUMMARY FOR THE LIMITED ACTION ALTERNATIVE IS SHOWN IN TABLE 15.  SOME
   CHANGES MAY BE MADE TO THE REMEDY AS A RESULT OF THE REMEDIAL DESIGN AND
   CONSTRUCTION PROCESS.  HOWEVER, ANY POTENTIAL CHANGES ARE NOT EXPECTED
   TO REDUCE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SELECTED REMEDY.

   #STD
   STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

   UNDER ITS LEGAL AUTHORITIES, EPA'S PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY AT SUPERFUND
   SITES IS TO UNDERTAKE REMEDIAL ACTIONS THAT ACHIEVE ADEQUATE PROTECTION
   OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  IN ADDITION, SECTION 121 OF
   CERCLA, 42 USC S9621, ESTABLISHES SEVERAL OTHER STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS
   AND PREFERENCES.  THESE SPECIFY THAT WHEN COMPLETE, THE SELECTED
   REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THIS SITE MUST COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT
   AND APPROPRIATE ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS ESTABLISHED UNDER FEDERAL AND
   STATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS UNLESS A STATUTORY WAIVER IS JUSTIFIED.  THE
   SELECTED REMEDY ALSO MUST BE COST-EFFECTIVE AND UTILIZE PERMANENT
   SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES OR RESOURCE RECOVERY
   TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.  FINALLY, THE STATUTE
   INCLUDES A PREFERENCE FOR REMEDIES THAT EMPLOY TREATMENT THAT
   PERMANENTLY AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCES THE VOLUME, TOXICITY, OR MOBILITY
   OF HAZARDOUS WASTES AS THEIR PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.  THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS
   DISCUSS HOW THE SELECTED REMEDY MEETS THESE STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS.

   PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

   BY PREVENTING FUTURE UNCONTROLLED USE OF THE LANDFILL PROPERTIES, THE
   SELECTED REMEDY IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  DEED
   RESTRICTIONS ON BOTH PROPERTIES WILL PREVENT FUTURE RESIDENTIAL
   DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE.  UNDER A SCENARIO OF FUTURE RESIDENTIAL
   DEVELOPMENT, EPA FOUND UNACCEPTABLE HEALTH RISK.  IF NO ACTION WERE
   TAKEN, THE CANCER RISK AND HAZARD INDEX SCORE FOR CHILDREN AT LANDFILL
   #1 WOULD BE 1 X (10-4) AND 3.26, RESPECTIVELY, FOR LANDFILL #2, IF NO
   ACTION WERE TAKEN, THE CANCER RISKS FOR ADULTS AND CHILDREN WOULD BE
   6 X (10-3) AND 5 X (10-3), RESPECTIVELY; THE HAZARD INDEX SCORES WOULD
   BE 48 AND 156, RESPECTIVELY.  AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED
   REMEDY, THE CANCER RISKS WILL BE LESS THAN 1 X (10-6) AND THE HAZARD
   INDEX SCORES WILL BE BELOW 1.0 AT BOTH LANDFILLS.  PLACEMENT OF A
   LEACHATE COVER AT LANDFILL #1, CLOSURE OF THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM



   AT LANDFILL #2, AND BACKFILLING DEPRESSED AREAS OF LANDFILL #2 WILL
   IMPROVE THE LONG-TERM STABILITY OF THE SITE.  GROUND WATER MONITORING,
   SURFACE WATER MONITORING, AND SITE INSPECTIONS WILL DETECT ANY
   DETERIORATION IN SITE CONDITIONS.  THERE ARE NO SHORT-TERM RISKS
   ASSOCIATED WITH THE SELECTED REMEDY.  IN ADDITION, NO CROSS-MEDIA
   IMPACTS (E.G., RELEASE OF CONTAMINANTS IN THE WASTE INTO THE AIR) ARE
   EXPECTED.

   COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS.

   NO CHEMICAL- OR LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS ARE VIOLATED BY THE SITE IN ITS
   CURRENT CONDITION.  ALL ONSITE ACTIVITIES WILL BE CARRIED OUT IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH THE OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION (OSHA)
   REQUIREMENTS FOR WORKERS AT REMEDIAL ACTION SITES (29 CFR PART 1910).
   REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE NOT EXPECTED TO DISTURB THE WETLANDS LOCATED TO THE
   WEST OF LANDFILL #2.  HOWEVER, CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ALONG THE
   NORTHERN SLOPE OF LANDFILL #1 ARE LIKELY TO CAUSE MINOR DISTURBANCES
   ALONG THE PERIPHERY OF THE WETLANDS LOCATED ALONG THE WILLIS BRANCH.
   THESE DISTURBANCES WILL BE KEPT TO A MINIMUM, AND CONSTRUCTION PLANS
   WILL BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS AND
   DNREC.  BEFORE ANY REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE CONDUCTED AT THE SITE, THE
   DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF STATE WILL BE CONTACTED TO ENSURE ADHERENCE TO
   THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966.

   COST-EFFECTIVENESS.

   THE SELECTED REMEDY IS COST-EFFECTIVE BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN DETERMINED TO
   PROVIDE OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS PROPORTIONAL TO ITS COSTS (NET PRESENT
   WORTH BEING $1,240,000).  THE SOIL CAPPING ALTERNATIVE, ALTHOUGH TWICE
   AS COSTLY AS THE SELECTED REMEDY, DOES NOT OFFER A HIGHER DEGREE OF
   PROTECTION.  WHILE BOTH TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES WOULD SUBSTANTIALLY
   REDUCE THE CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN AND WOULD
   CONSOLIDATE TREATMENT RESIDUALS, BOTH ALTERNATIVES WOULD STILL REQUIRE
   ONSITE DISPOSAL AND LONG-TERM SITE MAINTENANCE, AND COST MORE THAN TEN
   TIMES AS MUCH AS THE SELECTED REMEDY, WITHOUT PROVIDING ANY FURTHER
   REDUCTION OF CANCER RISK BELOW 1 X (10-6).

   UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT (OR
   RESOURCE RECOVERY) TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE (MEP).

   EPA AND DNREC HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE SELECTED REMEDY REPRESENTS THE
   MAXIMUM EXTENT TO WHICH PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES
   CAN BE UTILIZED IN A COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER FOR THE COKER'S SANITATION
   SERVICE LANDFILLS SITE.  OF THOSE ALTERNATIVES THAT ARE PROTECTIVE OF
   HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND COMPLY WITH ARARS, EPA AND THE
   STATE HAVE DETERMINED THAT THIS SELECTED REMEDY PROVIDES THE BEST
   BALANCE OF TRADE-OFFS IN TERMS OF NINE EVALUATION CRITERIA AND ALSO
   CONSIDERING THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.

   THE SELECTED REMEDY DOES NOT OFFER THE DEGREE OF PERMANENCE EITHER OF
   THE TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES WOULD OFFER.  HOWEVER, THE LANDFILLS ARE AT
   THIS TIME IN A STABLE CONDITION, AND IF THEY REMAIN UNDISTURBED, SHOULD
   POSE NO SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  IN
   ADDITION, NEITHER TREATMENT OPTION WOULD SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE THE VOLUME
   OF THE WASTE MATERIAL, AND TREATMENT RESIDUALS WOULD HAVE TO BE MANAGED
   ONSITE.  UNLIKE THE TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES, THE SELECTED REMEDY POSES NO
   SHORT-TERM THREAT TO SITE WORKERS OR NEARBY RESIDENTS.  THE SELECTED
   REMEDY IS THE EASIEST OF THE PROTECTIVE ALTERNATIVES TO IMPLEMENT, AND
   OFFERS THE GREATEST REDUCTION IN RISK IN PROPORTION TO COST, OF ALL
   ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED.

   THE CONTAINMENT OPTIONS UNDER CONSIDERATION ALL PREVENT FUTURE
   DISTURBANCES OF THE LANDFILLS BY PROVIDING FOR DEED RESTRICTIONS.
   ALTHOUGH THE TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES INVOLVE REMOVAL OF ALL WASTE FROM
   LANDFILL #2 FOR TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL AT LANDFILL #1, DEED RESTRICTIONS
   WILL STILL BE REQUIRED AT LANDFILL #1.  THE TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES WERE
   THE ONLY ALTERNATIVES WHICH OFFERED ANY REDUCTION IN TOXICITY, MOBILITY,



   OR VOLUME; HOWEVER, BECAUSE OF THE POTENTIAL FOR VOC EMISSIONS ABOVE
   HEALTH-BASED LEVELS, ANTICIPATED DIFFICULTY IN HANDLING THE WASTE
   MATERIAL, AND THE TIME REQUIRED FOR IMPLEMENTATION, THESE ALTERNATIVES
   WERE RATED CONSIDERABLY LOWER IN SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS THAN
   CONTAINMENT OPTIONS.  ONSITE INCINERATION WOULD BE VERY DIFFICULT TO
   IMPLEMENT EFFICIENTLY DUE TO THE PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE WASTE.

   THE SELECTED REMEDY DOES NOT EMPLOY ANY TREATMENT OR RESOURCE RECOVERY
   TECHNOLOGIES.  THE WASTE CONTAINED ONSITE IS A DENSE, CLAY-LIKE MATERIAL
   WITH A LOW PERMEABILITY.  THE MATERIAL WOULD REQUIRE SUBSTANTIAL
   HANDLING PRIOR TO AND DURING TREATMENT.  HANDLING OF THE WASTE MATERIAL
   WOULD CAUSE SIGNIFICANT RELEASE OF VOCS INTO THE ATMOSPHERE WHICH WOULD
   BE DIFFICULT TO CONTROL.  THESE VOCS MAY POSE A HEALTH THREAT TO SITE
   WORKERS AND NEARBY RESIDENTS.  IN ADDITION, THE HIGH MOISTURE CONTENT OF
   THE WASTE AND THE NECESSITY OF CREATING A SMALL, UNIFORM SIZE FEED FROM
   A THICK, CLAY-LIKE MATERIAL WOULD MAKE EFFICIENT INCINERATOR OPERATION
   DIFFICULT IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE.  UPON EVALUATING THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
   DEVELOPED FOR THIS SITE, EPA HAS DETERMINED THAT TREATMENT IS NOT
   PRACTICABLE UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES ASSOCIATED WITH THIS SITE.

   PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.

   THE SELECTED REMEDY DOES NOT SATISFY THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR
   TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.  AS STATED IN THE PREAMBLE OF THE NCP,
   EPA EXPECTS THAT TREATMENT WILL BE THE PREFERRED MEANS BY WHICH
   PRINCIPAL THREATS POSED BY THE SITE WILL BE ADDRESSED.  THE PREAMBLE
   CHARACTERIZES PRINCIPAL THREATS AS "WASTE THAT CANNOT BE RELIABLY
   CONTROLLED IN PLACE, SUCH AS LIQUIDS, HIGHLY MOBILE MATERIALS . . . AND
   HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF TOXIC COMPOUNDS. . . .  TREATMENT IS LESS LIKELY
   TO BE PRACTICABLE WHEN SITES HAVE LARGE VOLUMES OF LOW CONCENTRATIONS OF
   MATERIAL, OR WHEN THE WASTE IS VERY DIFFICULT TO HANDLE AND TREAT."
   (55 FED. REG. 8,703 (MARCH 8, 1990)).  THE WASTE MATERIAL FOUND AT THIS
   SITE IS NEITHER LIQUID NOR HIGHLY MOBILE, AND CAN BE RELIABLY CONTROLLED
   IN PLACE.  CONCENTRATIONS OF CONTAMINANTS ARE SIMILAR IN ALL WASTE
   TRENCHES AT BOTH LANDFILLS.  THE SITE CONTAINS A LARGE VOLUME OF
   MATERIAL (110,000 YDS(3) OF WASTE) THAT WOULD BE VERY DIFFICULT TO
   HANDLE AND TREAT DUE ITS HIGH MOISTURE CONTENT AND CLAY-LIKE PHYSICAL
   PROPERTIES AS WELL AS THE POTENTIAL RISK POSED BY VOC EMISSIONS.  EPA
   AND THE STATE HAVE THEREFORE DETERMINED ONSITE CONTAINMENT OF WASTE IS
   AN APPROPRIATE REMEDIAL ACTION.

   #DSC
   DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

   THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DESCRIBED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN WAS THE
   SELECTED REMEDY, LIMITED ACTION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS DESCRIBED IN THE
   PROPOSED PLAN AS FOLLOWS:

   THIS ALTERNATIVE CALLS FOR INSTALLATION OF A COVER OVER ANY LEACHATE
   SEEPS PRESENT AT LANDFILL #1, CLOSURE OF THE LANDFILL #2 LEACHATE
   COLLECTION SYSTEM WITH GROUT, REGRADING (BACKFILLING AND SEEDING)
   DEPRESSED AREAS ON THE SURFACE OF LANDFILL #2, AND DEED RESTRICTIONS ON
   BOTH LANDFILLS.  THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES SITE INSPECTIONS, GROUND
   WATER MONITORING AT BOTH LANDFILLS, AND SURFACE WATER MONITORING AT
   LANDFILL #1.  SHOULD GROUND WATER MONITORING DETECT ANY DEVELOPING PLUME
   IN THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER, THE STATE COULD DEVELOP A GROUND WATER
   MANAGEMENT ZONE (AN AREA OF RESTRICTED GROUND WATER USE ESTABLISHED
   UNDER STATE AUTHORITY) IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE TO CONTROL USE OF
   LOCAL GROUND WATER.  IF SURFACE WATER MONITORING DETECTS ANY CHANGES IN
   THE WATER QUALITY OF THE WILLIS BRANCH, IN DEPTH BIOLOGICAL TESTING OF
   SURFACE WATER AND LEACHATE WOULD BE PERFORMED.

   THE PROPOSED PLAN WAS RELEASED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON AUGUST 22, 1990.
   EPA REVIEWED ALL WRITTEN AND VERBAL COMMENTS SUBMITTED DURING THE PUBLIC
   COMMENT PERIOD.  UPON REVIEW OF THESE COMMENTS, EPA DETERMINED THAT NO
   SIGNIFICANT CHANGES TO THE REMEDY, AS IT WAS ORIGINALLY PROPOSED IN THE



   PROPOSED PLAN, WERE NECESSARY.  HOWEVER, IN RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT,
   EPA HAS AMENDED THE REMEDY TO INCLUDE SECURE FENCES AND POSTED WARNING
   SIGNS AT BOTH LANDFILLS.

   #RS
   RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

   THE FOLLOWING DISCUSSION SUMMARIZES THE COMMENTS RAISED DURING THE
   PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR THE PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE COKER'S SANITATION
   SERVICE LANDFILLS SITE (COKER'S SITE).  THIS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY IS
   DIVIDED INTO TWO SECTIONS.  THE FIRST SECTION DESCRIBES THE COMMENTS
   RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING THAT WAS HELD TO PRESENT THE PROPOSED
   PLAN.  THE SECOND SECTION SUMMARIZES THE WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED
   DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.

   OVERVIEW

   PRIOR TO THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, EPA PUBLISHED ITS PREFERRED
   ALTERNATIVE FOR THE COKER'S SITE, LOCATED IN KENT COUNTY, DELAWARE.
   EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES COVERING LANDFILL #1 LEACHATE
   SEEPS, GROUTING LANDFILL #2 LEACHATE COLLECTION PIPES, IMPLEMENTING DEED
   RESTRICTIONS, AND INSPECTING AND MONITORING THE LANDFILLS.  EPA'S
   RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE MINIMIZES THE POTENTIAL FOR EXPOSURE TO SITE
   CONTAMINANTS.

   BACKGROUND

   COMMUNITY INTEREST AND CONCERN ABOUT THE COKER'S SITE HAS BEEN
   RELATIVELY LOW OVER THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS, WITH MORE INTEREST FOCUSED
   ON THE NEARBY CHEM-SOLV SITE.  THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY
   COMMITTEE, THE CITIZENS' GROUP THAT FORMED IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE 1984
   EXPLOSION AT THE CHEM-SOLV SITE, HAS FOCUSED THE COMMUNITY ON LOCAL
   ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH ISSUES.  SEVERAL CITIZENS ARE CONCERNED
   ABOUT THE SAFETY OF THE LOCAL AQUIFERS AND THEIR GROUND WATER.

   TO OBTAIN PUBLIC INPUT ON THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY
   (RI/FS) REPORTS, THE PROPOSED PLAN, AND THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
   FOR THE COKER'S SITE, EPA OPENED A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FROM AUGUST 22,
   1990 TO SEPTEMBER 21, 1990.

   EPA'S COMMUNITY RELATIONS EFFORTS INCLUDE ON-SITE COMMUNITY INTERVIEWS
   HELD IN JUNE 1990 TO KEEP CITIZENS AND OFFICIALS INFORMED OF
   DEVELOPMENTS AND ACTIVITIES REGARDING THE COKER'S SITE AND TO IDENTIFY
   CURRENT COMMUNITY ISSUES AND CONCERNS; A PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE THAT
   APPEARED IN THE DELAWARE STATE NEWS AND WILMINGTON NEWS JOURNAL ON
   AUGUST 22, 1990, ANNOUNCING EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN AND PUBLIC COMMENT
   PERIOD; AND A PUBLIC MEETING THAT WAS HELD ON SEPTEMBER 5, 1990 TO
   PRESENT THE PROPOSED PLAN.  A PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET WAS DISTRIBUTED
   AT THE MEETING, WHICH APPROXIMATELY 60 PEOPLE ATTENDED.  EPA ALSO PLACED
   THE RI/FS REPORTS, THE PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET, AND OTHER RELEVANT
   DOCUMENTS IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE AT THE EPA DOCKET ROOM IN
   REGION III AND AT THE INFORMATION REPOSITORY LOCATED AT THE CLAYTON POST
   OFFICE, RAILROAD AVE., CLAYTON, DELAWARE 19938.

   SECTION I(A): SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND CONCERNS RAISED AT THE PUBLIC MEETING

   THIS SECTION PROVIDES A SUMMARY OF COMMENTORS' MAJOR ISSUES AND
   CONCERNS, AND EXPRESSLY ACKNOWLEDGES AND RESPONDS TO THOSE RAISED BY THE
   LOCAL COMMUNITY.  THE MAJOR ISSUES AND CONCERNS ON THE PROPOSED REMEDY
   FOR THE COKER'S SITE RAISED AT THE SEPTEMBER 5, 1990 PUBLIC MEETING:

   A. THE PROPOSED REMEDY AND THE REMEDY SELECTION PROCESS

   B. IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDY

   C. LEACHATE SEEPS



   D. GROUND WATER

   E. HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS

   F. LINERS

   G. MISCELLANEOUS.

   A SUMMARY OF THE COMMENTS AND EPA'S RESPONSE TO THEM IS PROVIDED BELOW.

   A. THE PROPOSED REMEDY AND THE REMEDY SELECTION PROCESS

   A MEETING ATTENDEE ASKED HOW EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WOULD PREVENT
   POTENTIAL CONTAMINATION FROM OCCURRING IN THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE CONTAMINATION THAT EPA MODELED IN THE RI/FS IS IN THE
   COLUMBIA AQUIFER, NOT THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER.  ALL OF EPA'S PAST
   INVESTIGATIONS REVEAL THAT THERE IS NO POTENTIAL FOR CONTAMINATION IN
   THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER.  EPA WILL CONDUCT MONITORING IN THE FUTURE TO
   DETECT ANY CHANGE IN THESE FINDINGS.

   A CITIZEN INQUIRED ABOUT THE COVER THAT EPA WOULD INSTALL OVER THE
   LEACHATE SEEPS, AS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 3.  THE CITIZEN WANTED TO
   KNOW THE TYPE OF COVER THAT EPA WOULD INSTALL AND HOW EFFECTIVE IT WILL BE.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA WILL DETERMINE THE TYPE OF COVER DURING THE REMEDIAL
   DESIGN PHASE.  THE OVER WILL BE DESIGNED WITH THE INTENT OF PREVENTING
   HUMAN CONTACT WITH THE SEEPS.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE COMMENTED THAT EPA IS DETERMINED TO SELECT ONE
   ALTERNATIVE, WHETHER THERE IS PUBLIC INPUT OR NOT, AND IS NOT CONCERNED
   WITH THE PROBLEMS THAT THE COMMUNITY IS RAISING.  THE ATTENDEE ALSO
   RECOMMENDED THAT EPA INFORM THE COMMUNITY OF PLACES WHERE THEY CAN GET
   SITE INFORMATION.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE INVESTIGATIONS CONDUCTED AS PART OF THE RI FOUND THAT
   THERE IS LITTLE CONTAMINATION ON THE LAND IMMEDIATELY IN CONTACT WITH
   THE LANDFILL.  TO PROVIDE THE PUBLIC WITH SITE-RELATED INFORMATION, EPA
   HAS ESTABLISHED AN INFORMATION REPOSITORY AT THE CLAYTON POST OFFICE.
   THE REPOSITORY CONTAINS THE COMPLETE TEXT OF THE RI REPORT, AS WELL AS
   OTHER SITE-RELATED DOCUMENTS IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE.
   COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC WILL BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN
   SELECTING THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE FOR THIS SITE.

   A LOCAL OFFICIAL COMMENTED THAT THE TWO LANDFILLS ARE DIFFERENT AND,
   THEREFORE, PROBABLY HAVE DIFFERENT NEEDS.  HE ASKED IF EPA MUST PROPOSE
   THE SAME ALTERNATIVE FOR BOTH LANDFILLS, AND COMMENTED THAT HE PREFERS
   ALTERNATIVE 3 FOR LANDFILL #1 BUT NOT FOR LANDFILL #2.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE SAME ALTERNATIVE NEED NOT BE PROPOSED FOR BOTH
   LANDFILLS.  IT IS POSSIBLE THAT EPA WOULD TAKE A DIFFERENT APPROACH AT
   LANDFILL #1 THAN AT LANDFILL #2.

   AN ATTENDEE ASKED WHAT EPA WOULD DO IF THE AGENCY FINDS SOMETHING AT THE
   SITE THAT PRESENTS A HEALTH HAZARD TO THE COMMUNITY.

   EPA RESPONSE: THERE ARE TWO PARTS TO THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM: THE REMOVAL
   PROGRAM AND THE REMEDIAL PROGRAM.  THE REMOVAL PROGRAM ENABLES EPA TO
   TAKE IMMEDIATE SITE ACTION WHEN A SITUATION PRESENTS IMMEDIATE THREATS
   TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  FOR SITES THAT DO NOT PRESENT
   IMMEDIATE THREATS TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, EPA TAKES ACTION
   UNDER THE REMEDIAL PROGRAM, WHICH BEGINS WITH A RI/FS, AS THE AGENCY HAS
   DONE AT THE COKER'S SITE.

   A CITIZEN INQUIRED WHAT EPA WOULD DO WITH THE WASTE IF IT IS REMOVED
   FROM THE SITE.



   EPA RESPONSE: REMOVING WASTE FROM THE SITE WOULD PRESENT POTENTIAL
   SHORT-TERM HEALTH RISKS BY EXCAVATING THE WASTE, AGITATING IT, AND
   RELEASING CONTAMINANTS AS THE WASTE IS HANDLED.  IN THIS CASE, EPA WOULD
   NEED TO FIND A PLACE TO DISPOSE OF APPROXIMATELY 110,000 CUBIC YARDS OF
   MATERIALS.  BASICALLY, THIS WOULD RESULT IN CLEANING UP ONE DUMP SITE
   AND CREATING ANOTHER.  SUCH ACTION, THEREFORE, IS NOT GENERALLY
   CONSIDERED TO BE AN ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVE.

   A COMMENTOR STATED THAT, IF MONITORING WELLS DETECTED CONTAMINATION IN
   THE COLUMBIA AQUIFER, NEW, DEEPER WELLS WOULD PROBABLY NEED TO BE
   DRILLED INTO OTHER AQUIFERS, WHICH WOULD NOT ADDRESS THE CAUSE OR THE
   PROBLEM.  HE ADDED THAT THE PROBLEM AT THE COKER'S SITE WILL REMAIN
   UNRESOLVED UNTIL EPA FINDS A WAY TO REMOVE THE WASTE OR TO CONTROL IT TO
   PREVENT FURTHER CONTAMINATION.

   EPA RESPONSE: FOR HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES WHERE EPA DETERMINES THAT
   TREATMENT IS IMPRACTICABLE, THE AGENCY CONSIDERS CONTAINMENT OPTIONS.
   EPA EVALUATED SEVERAL TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES FOR THE COKER'S SITE AND
   FOUND THAT IT WOULD BE DIFFICULT TO TREAT THE WASTE TO A POINT WHERE IT
   WOULD BE SIGNIFICANTLY LESS HARMFUL THAN IN ITS PRESENT CONDITION IN A
   COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER THAT ALSO WOULD NOT POSE UNDUE SHORT-TERM RISKS TO
   SITE WORKERS AND LOCAL RESIDENTS.  EPA, THEREFORE, RECOMMENDS A
   CONTAINMENT OPTION FOR THE COKER'S SITE, RATHER THAN TREATMENT.  EPA
   RECOMMENDS A CONTAINMENT OPTION RATHER THAN REMOVAL OF THE WASTE FROM
   THE SITE FOR THE REASONS STATED ABOVE IN THE PREVIOUS RESPONSE.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE COMMENTED THAT THE CONSENSUS OF COMMUNITY OPINION
   SHOWS DISSATISFACTION WITH ALTERNATIVE 3, AND HE ASKED HOW MUCH INPUT
   THE COMMUNITY IS GOING TO HAVE IN THE FINAL DECISION BEFORE EPA SELECTS
   AN ALTERNATIVE.  THE ATTENDEE ALSO ASKED WHETHER EPA WOULD RULE OUT
   ALTERNATIVE 3 IF EVERYONE ASSEMBLED TONIGHT VOTED AGAINST IT.

   EPA RESPONSE: COMMUNITY INPUT IS IMPORTANT TO EPA AND NO DECISION ON THE
   FINAL REMEDY SELECTION WILL BE MADE UNTIL ALL COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS ARE
   ADDRESSED.  THE OBJECTIVE OF THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS IS TO DETERMINE
   WHICH POTENTIAL REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE BEST ADDRESSES SITE PROBLEMS, NOT
   TO SIMPLY RULE OUT WHICH ALTERNATIVE IS NOT GOING TO SOLVE THE PROBLEM.
   THE FINAL DECISION WILL BE MADE BASED UPON EPA'S NINE CRITERIA, ONE OF
   WHICH IS COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE.

   A CITIZEN COMMENTED THAT SHE DOES NOT LIKE ALTERNATIVE 3, NOR
   ALTERNATIVES 6 AND 7.  SHE AND SEVERAL ATTENDEES COMMENTED THAT THE ONLY
   ALTERNATIVE EPA SHOULD SELECT IS TO COMPLETELY REMOVE THE WASTE.

   EPA RESPONSE: DURING THE FEASIBILITY STUDY, REMOVAL OF ALL WASTE
   MATERIALS FOR OFFSITE DISPOSAL WAS ONE OF THE OPTIONS CONSIDERED.
   HOWEVER, THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS SCREENED OUT EARLY IN THE STUDY BECAUSE IT
   DID NOT COMPARE FAVORABLY TO THE PRELIMINARY SCREENING CRITERIA:
   EFFECTIVENESS, IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND COST.  WHILE COMPLETE REMOVAL OF
   WASTE MATERIAL WOULD ESSENTIALLY RENDER THE LAND AREAS OF LANDFILLS #1
   AND #2 CLEAN, A SIGNIFICANT VOLUME OF WASTE MATERIAL WOULD HAVE TO BE
   HANDLED IN AN APPROPRIATE MANNER AT ANOTHER SITE.  OFFSITE DISPOSAL OF
   WASTE WITHOUT TREATMENT IS EPA'S LEAST PREFERRED MANNER OF HANDLING A
   SUPERFUND SITE.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE ASKED WHAT THE COMMUNITY CAN DO TO STOP EPA FROM
   SELECTING ALTERNATIVE 3 AS THE REMEDY FOR THE COKER'S SITE.  SHE ALSO
   ASKED WHETHER EPA WILL RESPOND TO THE COMMUNITY'S INPUT AND WHO,
   SPECIFICALLY, WILL MAKE THE ULTIMATE DECISION REGARDING THE SELECTED
   ALTERNATIVE.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA LISTENS TO THE COMMUNITY'S INPUT AND ADDRESSES THEIR
   COMMENTS, QUESTIONS, AND CONCERNS IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY PORTION
   OF THE RECORD OF DECISION (ROD).  WRITTEN COMMENTS CAN BE SUBMITTED TO
   THE ADDRESSES PROVIDED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN AND FACT SHEET, POSTMARKED
   NO LATER THAN SEPTEMBER 21, 1990.  EPA WILL CONSIDER ALL OF THE PUBLIC'S
   COMMENTS AND THE INFORMATION IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD IN MAKING A



   DECISION ABOUT THE REMEDY FOR THE COKER'S SITE.  EDWIN B. ERICKSON, THE
   REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR OF EPA REGION III, IS RESPONSIBLE FOR SIGNING THE
   ROD, WHICH WILL BE EPA'S CHOICE OF THE REMEDY FOR THE SITE.

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHETHER EPA WOULD PROVIDE FOR A COMMUNITY APPEAL PROCESS
   IF, ONCE THE FINAL ALTERNATIVE IS DECIDED, THE COMMUNITY DOES NOT AGREE
   WITH EPA'S DECISION.

   EPA RESPONSE: THERE IS NO PROVISION FOR APPEALING THE FINAL REMEDY
   SELECTED BY EPA.  THE COMMUNITY'S OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE COMMENT AND TO
   MAKE SUGGESTIONS IS LIMITED TO THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  THE PUBLIC
   COMMENT PERIOD FOR THE COKER'S SITE ENDS ON SEPTEMBER 21, 1990, AND EPA
   WILL CONSIDER ALL OF THE CONCERNS EXPRESSED DURING THIS PERIOD.

   AN ATTENDEE ASKED, IF THE COMMUNITY IS DISSATISFIED WITH EPA'S DECISION,
   WHETHER THE COMMUNITY SHOULD CONTACT THE US SENATORS OR GO TO HIGHER
   LEVELS IN THE US GOVERNMENT FOR SUPPORT.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA CANNOT SUGGEST TO YOU WHO YOU SHOULD CALL.

   A MEDIA REPRESENTATIVE ASKED EPA TO EXPLAIN THE STEPS THAT WILL TAKE
   PLACE BETWEEN NOW AND THE FINAL REMEDY DECISION.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WILL CLOSE ON SEPTEMBER 21,
   1990.  AT THAT TIME, EPA WILL BEGIN PREPARING THE ROD, PART OF WHICH
   INCLUDES THE PREPARATION OF THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.  THE COMPLETED
   ROD WILL BE REVIEWED BY EPA REGION III STAFF AND, ULTIMATELY, BE SIGNED
   BY THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR WHO MAKES THE FINAL DECISION REGARDING THE
   REMEDY SELECTED FOR THE SITE.  EPA PLANS TO HAVE THE ROD ISSUED WITHIN
   APPROXIMATELY ONE MONTH.

   A CITIZEN ASKED HOW THE COMMUNITY WILL BE INFORMED OF THE FINAL DECISION
   REGARDING THE REMEDY SELECTED FOR THE SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA WILL PLACE ADVERTISEMENTS IN THE LOCAL NEWSPAPER AND
   NOTIFY EVERYONE ON THE MAILING LIST OF AREA RESIDENTS.  IF ANYONE
   REQUESTS A MEETING TO DISCUSS THE ROD FURTHER, EPA WILL PROVIDE A
   MEETING.  WHEN THE REMEDY REACHES THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE, EPA WILL
   ARRANGE A MEETING TO DESCRIBE THE WORK THAT WILL BE CONDUCTED AND THE
   SPECIFIC WORK PLAN.

   B. IMPLEMENTATION OF REMEDY

   A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE
   COMMENTED THAT THE LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REMEDY DEPENDS ON THE
   LONG-TERM SITE INSPECTION AND MONITORING PROGRAM, AND ASKED ABOUT EPA'S
   COMMITMENT TO THE MONITORING PROGRAM.  THE REPRESENTATIVE EXPRESSED
   SPECIFIC CONCERNS THAT FEDERAL, STATE, OR COUNTY BUDGET CUTS COULD
   AFFECT THE MONITORING PROGRAM, SUGGESTING THAT EPA'S PROPOSED 30-YEAR
   MONITORING PROGRAM MAY NOT BE GUARANTEED BUT, RATHER, MAY GO ON FOR ONLY
   10 OR 15 YEARS.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA PLANS TO OFFER SEVERAL POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
   THE OPPORTUNITY TO IMPLEMENT THE REMEDIAL ACTION UNDER THE TERMS OF A
   CONSENT DECREE WHICH WOULD BE ENTERED IN COURT.  SHOULD THE PARTIES FAIL
   TO CONDUCT SCHEDULED MONITORING ACTIVITIES, EPA COULD FINE THE PARTIES.
   IF THE PARTIES DO NOT AGREE TO CONDUCT THE REMEDIAL ACTION, THE
   RESPONSIBILITY FOR LONG-TERM SITE MONITORING WOULD FALL UPON THE STATE.
   IN EITHER EVENT, EPA AND THE STATE ARE COMMITTED TO FULLY IMPLEMENT THE
   REMEDIAL ACTION.

   A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE
   EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT REDUCE
   TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME OF THE WASTE.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE SPECIFIC CRITERION, "REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY,
   AND VOLUME," REFERS TO REDUCTION OF THE WASTE THROUGH TREATMENT.  BASED



   ON EPA'S EVALUATION OF TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES, THE AGENCY HAS FOUND THAT
   THERE IS NO TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY AVAILABLE TODAY THAT WILL EFFECTIVELY
   DESTROY THE COKER'S WASTE IN A COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER AND WITHOUT
   CREATING A POTENTIAL FOR SHORT-TERM HEALTH RISKS TO THE SITE WORKERS AND
   TO LOCAL RESIDENTS.  IT IS EPA'S POLICY TO EXAMINE CONTAINMENT OPTIONS
   FOR SITES, SUCH AS COKER'S, WHERE TREATMENT IS NOT PRACTICAL AT THIS TIME.

   A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE
   REQUESTED MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE FIVE-YEAR REVIEWS THAT WILL BE
   CONDUCTED AT THE SITE, AS REQUIRED BY THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND
   REAUTHORIZATION ACT (SARA).

   EPA RESPONSE: A FIVE-YEAR REVIEW IS NECESSARY AT SITES WHERE HAZARDOUS
   SUBSTANCES, POLLUTANTS, OR CONTAMINANTS REMAIN.  NO LESS OFTEN THAN EACH
   FIVE YEARS AFTER THE INITIATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION, EPA IS REQUIRED TO
   RETURN TO THE SITE TO DETERMINE WHETHER OR NOT THE REMEDY IS STILL
   PROTECTIVE.  FOR THE COKER'S SITE, SUCH A REVIEW WOULD BE CONDUCTED
   EVERY FIVE YEARS.

   C.  LEACHATE SEEPS

   A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE
   WANTED TO KNOW THE DEPTH OF THE LEACHATE SEEPS THAT ARE IN LANDFILL #1,
   ALONG THE NORTHEAST CORNER.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE AMOUNT OF LEACHATE PRESENT VARIES ACCORDING TO HOW
   HIGH THE GROUND WATER TABLE IS AT A CERTAIN TIME AND WHETHER OR NOT
   THERE HAS BEEN RECENT PRECIPITATION.  EPA HAS NOT OBSERVED ANY ACTUAL
   STREAMS OF LEACHATE FLOWING FROM THE SITE.  LEACHATE SEEPS FORM ALONG
   THE RELATIVELY STEEP BANK WHICH BORDERS THE LANDFILL; HOWEVER, THESE
   SEEPS DISSIPATE INTO A MARSHY AREA BEFORE REACHING THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE INQUIRED WHETHER LANDFILL #2 IS SEALED AND NOT LEAKING.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA HAS NOT DETECTED ANYTHING IN THE GROUND WATER THAT
   INDICATES THAT THE CELLS ARE LEAKING.  WHEN THE CELLS WERE ORIGINALLY
   CONSTRUCTED, THE WASTE WAS NOT IN A TOTALLY SETTLED CONDITION AND,
   THEREFORE, WASTEWATER LEACHED OUT.  THE LEACHATE WAS COLLECTED ON A
   REGULAR BASIS THROUGHOUT THE 1980S AND TREATED IN THE REICHHOLD
   CHEMICALS, INC. PLANT.  THE LEACHATE COLLECTION WAS PHASED OUT WHEN
   SMALLER AND SMALLER AMOUNTS OF LEACHATE WERE GENERATED AT THE SITE.  IN
   FACT, EPA HAD A DIFFICULT TIME FINDING ANY LEACHATE TO TEST AT LANDFILL
   #2 DURING THE RI.

   AN ATTENDEE ASKED WHETHER ANY LEACHATE IS LEAKING AND ASKED SPECIFICALLY
   ABOUT THE TOLUENE AND ETHYLBENZENE FOUND IN ONE WELL IN THE COLUMBIA AQUIFER.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEMS WITHIN THE LANDFILL CELLS
   ARE GENERALLY DRY, WHICH SUGGESTS THE WASTE IS NOT GENERATING
   APPRECIABLE QUANTITIES OF LEACHATE.  THE TOLUENE AND ETHYLBENZENE
   PRESENT IN THE SHALLOW WELL MAY HAVE COME FROM A SMALL TEAR IN A LINER,
   OR MAY BE AN ARTIFACT OF PAST WASTE DISPOSAL PRACTICES (OLD REPORTS
   INDICATE THAT IN SOME INSTANCES, WASTE WAS DUMPED ONTO THE GROUND AND
   THEN BULLDOZED INTO THE WASTE CELLS).  HOWEVER, THE LEVELS PRESENT ARE
   WELL BELOW THE PROPOSED MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS (MCLS) SET UNDER THE
   SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT (700 PARTS PER BILLION (PPB) ETHYLBENZENE AND
   2,000 PPB TOLUENE).

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHETHER IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THE SITE HAS SOME LEAKS AND
   THAT THE SEALED SYSTEMS COULD BE LEAKING NOW.

   EPA RESPONSE: SINCE IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO PHYSICALLY EXAMINE THE INTEGRITY
   OF THE LINERS WITHOUT REMOVING THE WASTE, IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO SAY FOR
   CERTAIN THAT THE LINERS ARE NOT LEAKING.  HOWEVER, GROUND WATER
   MONITORING DATA SUGGESTS THAT THIS IS NOT OCCURRING TO ANY SIGNIFICANT
   EXTENT.  IT IS EXPECTED THAT, OVER TIME, THE LINERS AT LANDFILL #2 WILL FAIL.



   D. GROUND WATER

   A CITIZEN COMMENTED THAT MOST PEOPLE IN THE AREA USE SHALLOW WELLS AND
   ASKED IF THESE WELLS WOULD BE AFFECTED BY THE COKER'S SITE
   CONTAMINATION.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE AREAS WHERE SHALLOW GROUND WATER COULD BE AFFECTED ARE
   DIRECTLY DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE, LOCATED BETWEEN LANDFILL #2 AND THE
   WILLIS BRANCH.  CURRENTLY, THERE ARE NO WELLS LOCATED IN THAT AREA.

   A COMMENTOR WANTED TO KNOW WHETHER THE GROUND WATER OF THE CHESWOLD
   AQUIFER, WHICH FLOWS TO THE WILLIS BRANCH, CONTINUES UP TO COUNTY ROUTE 29.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA'S GROUND WATER INVESTIGATION WAS LIMITED TO THE
   IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF THE TWO LANDFILLS.  IN THIS AREA, BOTH THE
   COLUMBIA AND THE CHESWOLD AQUIFERS WERE FOUND TO FLOW NORTH-NORTHEAST
   TOWARD THE WILLIS BRANCH, ALTHOUGH IN MOST OTHER AREAS, BOTH AQUIFERS
   FLOW IN THE OPPOSITE DIRECTION.  EPA DID NOT DETERMINE THE DIRECTION OF
   GROUND WATER FLOW ON THE OPPOSITE SIDE OF THE WILLIS BRANCH.  HOWEVER,
   ANY POTENTIAL THREAT TO WELLS ALONG ROUTE 29 WOULD FIRST BE DETECTED ONSITE.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE ASKED WHETHER THE PEOPLE LIVING ALONG COUNTY ROUTE 29
   WOULD EVENTUALLY HAVE CONTAMINATED GROUND WATER IF SOME CONTAMINANTS
   LEAKED INTO THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA'S GROUND WATER MODELS DID NOT PREDICT ANY SIGNIFICANT
   HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSOCIATED WITH USE OF THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER AT A
   LOCATION 1200 FEET FROM THE SITE EVEN AFTER ASSUMING COMPLETE LINER
   FAILURE AT LANDFILL #2.  EPA DOES NOT EXPECT ANY HEALTH THREATS TO EXIST
   FROM USE OF WELLS LOCATED EVEN FURTHER FROM LANDFILL #2.

   A CITIZEN WANTED TO KNOW HOW MANY WELLS ARE LOCATED IN THE CHESWOLD
   AQUIFER AT LANDFILLS #1 AND #2 AND ASKED IF ANY OF THESE WELLS CONTAIN
   CONTAMINANTS.  HE ALSO ASKED ABOUT WHERE THE WELLS WERE PLACED.

   EPA RESPONSE: THERE ARE THREE WELLS IN THE DEEP AQUIFER AT EACH
   LANDFILL, NONE OF WHICH REVEAL CONTAMINATION.  THE WELLS ARE BOTH
   UPGRADIENT AND DOWNGRADIENT WELLS, LOCATED ABOVE THE LANDFILLS AND BELOW
   THE LANDFILL IN THE DIRECTION OF GROUND WATER FLOW.

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHETHER THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER CONTINUES FURTHER SOUTH
   THAN THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   EPA RESPONSE: YES, IT DOES.

   A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE
   COMMENTED THAT, FROM THE RI/FS REPORT, IT APPEARS THAT THE GROUND WATER
   IS FLOWING BACK AND FORTH BETWEEN THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER AND THE COLUMBIA
   AQUIFER.  SHE EXPRESSED CONCERN ABOUT THE NEARBY SHALLOW WELLS SINCE THE
   RI/FS REPORT STATES THAT EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT REDUCE THE
   MOBILITY, TOXICITY, OR THE VOLUME OF THE WASTE CONSTITUENTS.

   EPA RESPONSE: IT DOES APPEAR THAT THE CLAY-SILT BED BETWEEN THE TWO
   AQUIFERS IS SOMEWHAT PERMEABLE.  THIS HAS BEEN TAKEN INTO CONSIDERATION
   IN DETERMINING WHETHER THERE IS A SIGNIFICANT THREAT OF CONTAMINATION OF
   THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER.  THE MODELING EFFORT, WHICH ASSUMED THAT THERE WAS
   NO CONFINING LAYER BETWEEN THE TWO AQUIFERS, FOUND THAT THE LEVELS OF
   STYRENE IN THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER WOULD BE BELOW DETECTION LIMITS.

   A CITIZEN COMMENTED THAT EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DOES NOTHING TO
   ALLAY HIS FEARS REGARDING THE GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION, AS HE DOES NOT
   FIND THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE TO BE A PREVENTIVE ONE.  HE ALSO
   REQUESTED EPA TO EXPLAIN THE POSSIBLE DEVELOPMENT OF A GROUND WATER
   MANAGEMENT ZONE IN THE EVENT THAT THE GROUND WATER IN THE CHESWOLD AREA
   BECOMES CONTAMINATED.

   EPA RESPONSE: A GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT ZONE IS AN AREA THAT IS DEFINED,



   AND ACTUALLY IMPLEMENTED, BY THE COUNTY IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE STATE.
   IT IS AN AREA IN WHICH REGULATING AUTHORITIES AGREE THAT NO WELLS OF
   CERTAIN DEPTHS WILL BE DRILLED.  IN THIS CASE, NO WELLS WOULD BE DRILLED
   IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE OR IN THE COLUMBIA AQUIFER.  IT IS TRUE THAT
   EPA'S ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT ATTEMPT TO PREVENT ANY LEAKAGE OF LANDFILL #2
   LINERS.  HOWEVER, IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT EVEN AT LANDFILL #1, WHICH IS
   UNLINED AND WHERE WASTE IS IN DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE COLUMBIA AQUIFER,
   THE FEW CONTAMINANTS WHICH WERE DETECTED DO NOT POSE A SIGNIFICANT
   HEALTH THREAT.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE ASKED HOW THE GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT ZONE WOULD
   AFFECT LANDOWNERS IF THEIR RESPECTIVE WELLS ARE CONTAMINATED.  IN
   ADDITION, HE ASKED WHO WOULD TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR DRILLING NEW WELLS
   AND WHO WOULD PAY FOR AND MONITOR WELLS.

   EPA RESPONSE: ANY CONTAMINATION PLUME WHICH MAY DEVELOP IN THE FUTURE
   WOULD MOVE FROM THE LANDFILLS TOWARD THE WILLIS BRANCH AND, THEREFORE,
   WOULD AFFECT GROUND WATER BETWEEN THE LANDFILLS AND THE CREEK ONLY.
   (EPA'S MODEL PREDICTED NO DETECTABLE LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION WOULD BE
   DETECTED IN THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER.) IF, HOWEVER, NEW WELLS HAD TO BE
   DRILLED, IT WOULD BE A STATE RESPONSIBILITY.  THE STATE, HOWEVER, WOULD
   ATTEMPT TO FIND A POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP) TO REPLACE THE
   WELLS, BUT WOULD REPLACE THESE WELLS ITSELF IF A PRP WOULD NOT AGREE TO
   DO SO.

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHETHER THERE IS ANY CHANCE THAT THE WELLS IN THE
   CHESWOLD AQUIFER COULD BECOME CONTAMINATED BY SEEPAGE OR LEACHATE FROM
   THE SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER IS THE LOWER AQUIFER UNDERLYING THE
   SITE, AND, AT THIS TIME, THERE IS NO EVIDENCE OF ANY CONTAMINATION
   MOVING INTO IT.  MODELING CONDUCTED DURING THE FEASIBILITY STUDY
   INDICATES THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER WILL NOT BECOME CONTAMINATED IN THE FUTURE.

   A CITIZEN COMMENTED THAT A GROUND WATER MONITORING SYSTEM WOULD DETECT A
   PROBLEM AFTER IT HAS OCCURRED, PROVIDING NO CHANCE FOR PREVENTIVE ACTION.

   EPA RESPONSE: IT IS TRUE THAT MONITORING WILL NOT PREVENT ANY POTENTIAL
   FUTURE GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION.  HOWEVER, WELLS LOCATED ONSITE WILL
   ALLOW EPA TO DETECT ANY GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION BEFORE IT BECOMES A
   THREAT TO OFFSITE USERS.  BASED UPON THE SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE AVAILABLE
   TO EPA, THE LANDFILLS DO NOT APPEAR TO POSE A SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO
   OFFSITE USERS OF SHALLOW OR DEEP GROUND WATER, AND WILL NOT POSE A
   THREAT IN THE FUTURE.  IF, AT THE TIME OF A REVIEW, IT IS DETERMINED
   THAT THIS IS NOT THE CASE, EPA WILL TAKE FURTHER ACTION TO MITIGATE THE
   THREATS POSED BY THE SITE.

   SEVERAL ATTENDEES WANTED TO KNOW THE DIRECTION IN WHICH THE GROUND WATER
   IS MOVING.

   EPA RESPONSE: IN THE AREA OF THE SITE, THE GROUND WATER IS FLOWING NORTH
   NORTHEAST TOWARD THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   A CITIZEN REQUESTED THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE RESPONSIBLE PARTY THAT
   CONDUCTED THE STUDY ON THE WILLIS BRANCH, WHICH HAD CONCLUDED THAT THE
   CREEK WAS NOT POLLUTED.  THE CITIZEN ALSO WANTED TO KNOW WHAT COULD
   CAUSE THE BUBBLES THAT HAVE BEEN SEEN AND THE APPARENT LIFELESS
   CONDITION OF THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE PRP CONSULTANT WAS ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
   (ERM) FROM EXTON, PENNSYLVANIA.  THEIR WORK WAS CONDUCTED UNDER EPA
   OVERSIGHT.  EPA FOUND NO EVIDENCE OF CONTAMINATION FROM THE SITE IN THE
   WILLIS BRANCH.  THE BUBBLES IN THE WILLIS BRANCH COULD BE CAUSED BY
   ANAEROBIC DECOMPOSITION BY BACTERIA, WHICH RELEASES HYDROGEN SULFIDE
   GAS.  THIS IS COMMON IN SWAMP ENVIRONMENTS.

   A CITIZEN COMMENTED THAT THERE IS NOTHING LIVING IN THE WILLIS BRANCH



   THAT COULD DETERIORATE.

   EPA RESPONSE: THIS IS INCORRECT.  ALTHOUGH NO FISH STUDIES WERE
   CONDUCTED ON THE WILLIS BRANCH, A BENTHIC INVERTEBRATE (I.E., WORMS AND
   LARVAE LIVING IN SEDIMENT) SURVEY WAS CONDUCTED.  AREAS ADJACENT TO AND
   DOWNSTREAM OF LANDFILL #1 WERE ACTUALLY FOUND TO HAVE A GREATER NUMBER
   AND DIVERSITY OF SPECIES, INCLUDING SOME POLLUTION-INTOLERANT SPECIES,
   THAN LOCATIONS UPSTREAM, ALTHOUGH THIS IS BELIEVED TO BE RELATED TO
   DIFFERENCES IN HABITAT (I.E., STREAM WIDTH AND DEPTH) THAN ENVIRONMENTAL
   CONDITIONS.  ADDITIONAL ORGANIC MATTER CAN BE CONTRIBUTED TO THE STREAM
   THROUGH LEAF LITTER FROM OVERHANGING TREES AND FROM OVERLAND FLOW OF
   PRECIPITATION.

   AN ATTENDEE INQUIRED WHETHER THE CITY OF DOVER DRAWS WATER FROM THE
   CHESWOLD AQUIFER AND, IF SO, HAVE THEY BEEN ALERTED TO THE POSSIBLE
   CONTAMINATION FROM THE LANDFILLS.

   EPA RESPONSE: YES, THE CITY OF DOVER DRAWS WATER FROM THE CHESWOLD
   AQUIFER.  HOWEVER, SINCE THERE IS NO CURRENT GROUND WATER PROBLEM, AND
   BECAUSE THE GROUND WATER IN THE AQUIFERS IN THE AREA OF THE COKER'S SITE
   FLOWS TOWARD THE WILLIS BRANCH, IT IS BELIEVED THAT ANY POTENTIAL FUTURE
   CONTAMINATION WOULD NOT AFFECT THE CITY.

   A CITIZEN EXPRESSED SURPRISE THAT EPA HAD NOT TESTED THE WELLS OF
   RESIDENTS LIVING IN THE IMMEDIATE AREA OF THE COKER'S SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA TESTED THE WELLS OF THE RESIDENTS LIVING ON THE
   LANDFILL PROPERTY AND FOUND NO ELEVATED LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS.  SINCE
   NO SIGNIFICANT LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION WERE FOUND ON SITE (WHERE THE
   HIGHEST CONTAMINANT LEVELS WOULD BE EXPECTED), IT WAS DETERMINED THAT NO
   FURTHER WELL TESTING WAS NEEDED.  THE STATE HAS AGREED TO SAMPLE SEVERAL
   ADDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL WELLS DURING THE WEEK OF SEPTEMBER 24, 1990.

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHETHER HE SHOULD INSTALL A DEEPER WELL ON HIS PROPERTY
   FOR SAFETY REASONS.

   EPA RESPONSE: THERE IS NO NEED TO DRILL A DEEPER WELL AT THIS TIME FOR
   REASONS RELATED TO THE COKER'S SITE.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE ASKED WHEN EPA BEGAN MONITORING THE GROUND WATER.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA BEGAN MONITORING THE GROUND WATER AT LANDFILL #1 WHEN
   THE AGENCY CONDUCTED THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION.  MONITORING THE GROUND
   WATER AT LANDFILL #2 BEGAN WITH THE COMMENCEMENT OF LANDFILLING
   OPERATIONS IN 1976.

   E. HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS

   A CITIZEN ASKED FOR AN EXPLANATION OF EPA'S EARLIER STATEMENTS REGARDING
   CANCER RISKS.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA'S CALCULATION OF CANCER RISKS POSED BY CONTAMINANTS IS
   BASED ON AN EXTREMELY CONSERVATIVE EXPOSURE SCENARIO.  IN DEVELOPING
   THESE FIGURES, EPA USED THE WORST CASE EXPOSURE SCENARIO OF TOTAL LINER
   FAILURE AND A HYPOTHETICAL PERSON WHO LIVES ON THE PROPERTY LINE WITH A
   WELL IN THE OVERBURDEN (SHALLOW) AQUIFER.  THE CALCULATED CANCER RISK,
   BASED ON THIS SCENARIO, JUST BARELY EXCEEDS EPA'S ESTABLISHED GUIDELINE,
   WHICH IS A ONE IN 10,000 CANCER RISK.  THIS MEANS THAT, USING THE
   HIGHEST AMOUNT OF EXPOSURE POSSIBLE TO SITE-RELATED CONTAMINANTS, THE
   SITE POSES A RISK OF ONE ADDITIONAL CASE OF CANCER PER 10,000 EXPOSED PEOPLE.

   AN ATTENDEE ASKED IF THE NEARBY SITE RESIDENTS ARE IN DANGER OF
   BREATHING AND DRINKING THE POLLUTANTS AND WHETHER OR NOT THE POLLUTANTS
   HAVE SETTLED IN THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA HAS NOT DETECTED ANY CONTAMINATION IN THE AIR, HAS
   FOUND ONLY VERY LOW LEVELS OF ORGANICS IN THE SHALLOW GROUND WATER



   (WHICH, AT CURRENT LEVELS, DO NOT POSE ANY SIGNIFICANT HEALTH THREAT),
   AND HAS NOT FOUND ANY EVIDENCE OF CONTAMINATION IN THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   A CITIZEN ASKED EPA TO EXPLAIN BOTH WHY NO FISH, CRAYFISH, OR WATER
   FROGS LIVE IN THE WILLIS BRANCH AND, BASED ON THIS, HOW EPA CAN CLAIM
   THAT THE WATER IS NOT CONTAMINATED.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA CONDUCTED AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND A HUMAN
   HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT DURING SITE INVESTIGATIONS.  IN ASSESSING THE
   WATER QUALITY OF THE WILLIS BRANCH, EPA FOUND THAT THE WATER AND THE
   SEDIMENTS DO NOT CONTAIN ANY CONCENTRATION OF ANY SUBSTANCES FROM THE
   SITE THAT WOULD CAUSE A PROBLEM FOR EITHER HUMAN HEALTH OR THE
   ENVIRONMENT.  EPA DOES NOT KNOW WHY THE WILLIS BRANCH IS DEGRADED.  IT
   MAY BE DUE TO SUBSTANCES THAT CAME FROM THE SITE IN THE PAST OR IT MAY
   BE THE RESULT OF SOME SOURCE UPSTREAM OF THE SITE.

   SEVERAL CITIZENS WHO LIVE NEAR THE LANDFILLS COMPLAINED OF ANIMAL HEALTH
   PROBLEMS.  ONE FARMER LOST FOUR COWS TO ACUTE LEUKEMIA IN A PERIOD OF
   TWO YEARS; ANOTHER LOST EIGHT OR NINE CATS TO STRANGE LEUKEMIAS AND
   CANCER IN THE LAST TWO OR THREE YEARS; AND ANOTHER, OVER A TEN-YEAR
   PERIOD, LOST ANIMALS TO ILLNESS, UNUSUAL CANCERS, LEUKEMIA, AND
   DIFFERENT TYPES OF TUMORS.  THESE CITIZENS REQUESTED THAT THEIR WATER BE
   TESTED AND, IF NECESSARY, THEIR WELLS REPLACED BY THE STATE, THE COUNTY,
   OR THE PRPS.

   EPA RESPONSE: BOVINE AND FELINE LEUKEMIAS ARE CAUSED BY VIRUSES, WHICH
   LEADS EPA TO BELIEVE THE SITE HAD NO IMPACT ON THE ANIMALS' ILL HEALTH.
   THE STATE HAS AGREED TO HAVE THE CONCERNED CITIZENS' WELLS TESTED.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE ASKED WHETHER EPA HAS EVALUATED THE POSSIBILITY THAT
   SITE RESIDENTS MAY CONTRACT OTHER HEALTH-RELATED ILLNESSES BESIDE
   CANCER, SUCH AS RESPIRATORY ILLNESSES OR ALLERGIES.

   EPA RESPONSE: IN ADDITION TO ASSESSING HUMAN HEALTH RISKS POSED BY
   CARCINOGENS, EPA ALSO EVALUATED RISKS POSED BY NON-CARCINOGENS, SUCH AS
   ETHYLBENZENE.  EPA DID NOT FIND ANY ELEVATED HEALTH RISK ASSOCIATED WITH
   ANY CURRENT OR FUTURE SCENARIO EXCEPT FUTURE RESIDENTIAL USE OF THE
   SITES.  OFFSITE RESIDENTS ARE NOT EXPECTED TO EXPERIENCE ANY ADVERSE
   HEALTH PROBLEMS AS A RESULT OF EXPOSURE TO SITE-RELATED CONTAMINANTS.

   A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTEE AND
   OTHER CITIZENS REQUESTED THAT EPA, UNDER THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM, TEST THE
   WELLS OF THOSE RESIDENTS LIVING IN THE IMMEDIATE AREA OF THE COKER'S
   SITE, SPECIFICALLY THOSE PEOPLE WHO REPORTED ANIMAL HEALTH PROBLEMS.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE STATE HAS INDICATED THAT THEY WILL SAMPLE THE WELLS OF
   RESIDENTS WHO HAVE HAD ANIMAL PROBLEMS.

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHETHER THERE IS A TOXIC WASTE THREAT, OR ANY KIND OF
   HAZARD, TO THE COMMUNITY'S HEALTH OR TO THE LAND.

   EPA RESPONSE: THERE ARE SUBSTANCES ON SITE THAT ARE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES
   AS DEFINED UNDER CERCLA.  EPA BELIEVES THAT FUTURE RESIDENTIAL
   DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE WOULD RESULT IN AN UNACCEPTABLE HEALTH RISK TO
   ADULTS AND CHILDREN LIVING ONSITE AS A RESULT OF EXPOSURE TO THESE
   SUBSTANCES.  OFFSITE RESIDENTS ARE NOT AT ANY UNACCEPTABLE RISK OF
   EXPERIENCING ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS BECAUSE OF THE SITE.

   A COMMENTOR STATED THAT VEGETATION AND ANIMALS EXISTED ON THE SITE
   PROPERTY BEFORE THE PROPERTY BECAME A DUMPING SITE BUT THAT, SINCE THE
   DUMPING BEGAN, EVERYTHING IN THE SITE AREA HAS DIED.  SHE ADDED THAT,
   ONLY WITHIN THE LAST FIVE YEARS, SIGNS OF VEGETATION GROWTH HAVE
   APPEARED.  BASED ON HER OWN OBSERVATIONS, THE COMMENTOR QUESTIONED EPA'S
   STATEMENT THAT THE SITE PRESENTS NO THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

   EPA RESPONSE: IT IS DIFFICULT FOR EPA TO COMMENT ON ACTIVITIES THAT TOOK
   PLACE TWENTY YEARS AGO AND OF WHICH EPA HAS NO RECORDS.  IT IS LIKELY



   THAT CLEARING AND TRENCHING ACTIVITIES CAUSED DISTURBANCE OF THE TOPSOIL
   AND THEREFORE HINDERED VEGETATIVE GROWTH.  EPA CAN ONLY ADDRESS SITE
   CONDITIONS WHICH EXIST NOW OR MAY EXIST IN THE FUTURE.  AT THIS TIME,
   THE SITE DOES NOT POSE ANY THREATS TO HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT;
   IF EPA IMPLEMENTS THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, EPA DOES NOT EXPECT THE
   SITE TO POSE ANY THREAT IN THE FUTURE.

   A MEDIA REPRESENTATIVE ASKED ABOUT THE AIR POLLUTION RISKS INVOLVED IF
   EPA CONDUCTS A REMOVAL AT THE SITE, AND ASKED HOW FAR DOWNWIND THE AIR
   POLLUTION PROBLEM WOULD POSE A RISK.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE RISKS WOULD DEPEND ON HOW PEOPLE WOULD BE EXPOSED.
   THE RISKS TO A PERSON WITHOUT ANY KIND OF RESPIRATOR APPARATUS STANDING
   ON THE PROPERTY LINE DURING EXCAVATION ACTIVITIES COULD BE SIGNIFICANT.
   THE GEOGRAPHIC EXTENT OF THE RISKS WOULD DEPEND ON THE WEATHER
   CONDITIONS, WIND TURBULENCE, TEMPERATURE, AND CLOUD COVER.  UNDER SOME
   CONDITIONS, PARTICULARLY IN THE MORNING AND EVENING, THE PLUME COULD
   REMAIN CONCENTRATED FOR THE BETTER PART OF A MILE.  IT IS POSSIBLE THAT
   SUBSTANTIAL EXPOSURES COULD OCCUR DURING THE EXCAVATION ACTIVITIES.

   F. LINERS

   A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE
   ASKED ABOUT THE LIKELIHOOD OF THE LINER FAILING IN LANDFILL #2.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA HAS ASSUMED VARYING DEGREES OF LINER FAILURE IN THE
   ASSESSMENT OF RISK ASSOCIATED WITH LANDFILL #2.  EVEN UNDER A SCENARIO
   THAT ASSUMED ALL LINERS WOULD FAIL COMPLETELY AT THE SAME TIME
   (100 PERCENT LINER FAILURE), EPA DID NOT FIND AN UNACCEPTABLE HEALTH
   RISK ASSOCIATED WITH USE OF SHALLOW GROUND WATER.

   THE REPRESENTATIVE FOLLOWED THE ABOVE QUESTION WITH AN INQUIRY REGARDING
   WHETHER OR NOT THE LINER COULD FAIL TOMORROW.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA BELIEVES A CERTAIN PERCENTAGE OF LINER FAILURE CAN BE
   EXPECTED PER YEAR, BASED UPON EVALUATION OF SIMILAR LINERS IN SIMILAR
   SITUATIONS.

   AN ATTENDEE ASKED WHETHER EPA HAS VISUALLY EXAMINED THE LINER.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA DOES NOT BELIEVE IT WOULD BE PRUDENT OR PRACTICAL TO
   ACTUALLY DIG UP AND INSPECT THE 50 WASTE CELL LINERS.  SUCH ACTIVITIES
   WOULD CARRY A HIGH RISK OF DAMAGING THE LINERS AND WOULD BE TIME
   CONSUMING (EACH LINER IS APPROXIMATELY 21,000 CUBIC FEET IN SIZE).  EPA
   HAS INSTEAD CONSIDERED A WORST CASE SCENARIO, UNDER WHICH ALL LINERS
   WOULD FAIL COMPLETELY AND SIMULTANEOUSLY, AND ANOTHER SCENARIO, WHICH
   ASSUMES PERCENTAGE OF LINER FAILURE BASED UPON HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE OF
   SIMILAR TYPES OF LINERS.

   A LOCAL OFFICIAL ASKED WHETHER EPA WOULD STILL RECOMMEND ALTERNATIVE 3
   IN THE EVENT OF A TOTAL LINER FAILURE.

   EPA RESPONSE: YES.  THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WAS CHOSEN WITH
   CONSIDERATION OF THE 100 PERCENT LINER FAILURE SCENARIO.

   G. MISCELLANEOUS

   A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE
   EXPRESSED CONCERN ABOUT THE DEED RESTRICTIONS FOR THE COKER'S PROPERTY.
   SHE WANTED TO KNOW 1) WHETHER EPA CONTACTED THE COUNTY GOVERNMENT AND,
   IF SO, WHETHER THE COUNTY GOVERNMENT WAS WILLING TO IMPLEMENT DEED
   RESTRICTIONS FOR THE COKER'S PROPERTY; 2) ON HOW MUCH OF THE PROPERTY
   WOULD THE COUNTY GOVERNMENT PLACE DEED RESTRICTIONS; AND 3) WHETHER THE
   DEED RESTRICTIONS WOULD APPLY TO THE LANDFILLS ALONE OR TO A LARGER
   PORTION OF PROPERTY.



   EPA RESPONSE: THE PURPOSE OF PLACING DEED RESTRICTIONS ON THE PROPERTY
   WOULD BE TO PREVENT FUTURE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE.  THE
   DETERMINATION OF THE SPECIFIC DEED RESTRICTIONS AND THEIR PLACEMENT
   WOULD BE MADE DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN OR REMEDIAL ACTION, AT WHICH
   TIME EPA WOULD COORDINATE ITS EFFORTS WITH THE COUNTY OR OTHER
   APPROPRIATE PARTIES.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE ASKED WHAT IS THE PRPS' RESPONSIBILITY IN CLEANING UP
   THE LANDFILL.

   EPA RESPONSE: IN THE PAST, EPA OFFERED SEVERAL PRPS THE OPPORTUNITY TO
   CONDUCT THE RI/FS UNDER AN ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER WITH EPA.  EPA WILL
   OFFER THE PRPS THE OPPORTUNITY TO IMPLEMENT THE REMEDIAL ACTION AFTER
   THE AGENCY SIGNS THE RECORD OF DECISION.

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHETHER EPA OBTAINED THE RECORDS OF REICHHOLD CHEMICAL,
   INC. TO DETERMINE HOW MUCH WASTE WAS GENERATED BY THE COMPANY.  IF SO,
   THE CITIZEN WANTED TO KNOW WHETHER EPA HAD COMPARED THIS AMOUNT TO THE
   AMOUNT OF WASTE IN THE LANDFILLS AND WHETHER FUTURE COMPARATIVE ANALYSES
   WOULD BE MADE IF ONE HAD NOT ALREADY BEEN MADE.

   EPA RESPONSE: YES.  EPA HAS OBTAINED REICHHOLD'S RECORDS, BUT THE AGENCY
   HAS NOT USED THE RECORDS TO COMPARE THE AMOUNT OF WASTE IN THE LANDFILLS
   TO THE AMOUNT OF WASTE GENERATED BY THE COMPANY.  THIS ANALYSIS IS NOT
   ONE THAT EPA WILL MAKE.

   A MEETING ATTENDEE ASKED IF HIS SITE PROPERTY WILL DEPRECIATE IN VALUE
   BECAUSE OF THE PROBLEMS AT THE COKER'S SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE: IT IS POSSIBLE.  HISTORICALLY, PROPERTIES ADJACENT TO
   SUPERFUND SITES HAVE HAD THEIR VALUES ADVERSELY IMPACTED.

   A CITIZEN WANTED TO KNOW WHETHER EPA HAD FOUND ANY HEAVY METALS, SUCH AS
   ZINC OR CHROMATE, IN THE LANDFILL.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA FOUND ELEVATED LEVELS OF IRON IN THE LEACHATE AT
   LANDFILL #1, BUT CANNOT ATTRIBUTE THAT FINDING TO THE WASTE.  THE
   SHALLOW AQUIFER HAS A NATURALLY HIGH CONCENTRATION OF IRON THAT CANNOT
   BE ATTRIBUTED TO THE LANDFILL.

   AN ATTENDEE COMMENTED THAT ZINC IS USED IN THE MANUFACTURING OF LATEX.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA HAS NOT FOUND ANY ELEVATED LEVELS OF ZINC IN THE LANDFILLS.

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHAT IS BEING DONE WITH THE LATEX WASTE THAT THE PRPS
   ARE GENERATING.

   EPA RESPONSE: WASTE GENERATED BY THE MANUFACTURING PLANT IS AN
   INDUSTRIAL WASTE, NOT A HAZARDOUS WASTE.  ITS DISPOSAL IS REGULATED BY
   DELAWARE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS.  (HAD THE WASTE AT COKER'S
   LANDFILLS BEEN HANDLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CURRENT STATE LAW, NO FURTHER
   ACTION BY EPA WOULD BE REQUIRED.)

   A MEETING ATTENDEE INQUIRED WHETHER ANY OF THE PRPS HAVE RECORDS OF HOW
   MUCH WASTE THEY GENERATED AT THE LANDFILLS.  IF SO, THE ATTENDEE WANTED
   TO KNOW IF THEIR RECORDS ACCOUNT FOR ALL OF THE WASTE THAT WAS DISPOSED
   OF AT THE SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA HAS VOLUMETRIC ESTIMATES OF THE QUANTITY OF WASTE THAT
   IS AT THE SITE.  IT IS THE AGENCY'S UNDERSTANDING THAT THE LANDFILLS
   WERE INTENDED TO HOLD ALL OF THE WASTE THAT THE COMPANIES GENERATED
   DURING THE PERIOD OF TIME THAT THE LANDFILLS WERE ACTIVE.

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHETHER HAZARDOUS WASTE MUST BE REGISTERED AND IF THE
   WASTE AT THE SITE IS HAZARDOUS.

   EPA RESPONSE: YES, HAZARDOUS WASTES MUST BE REGISTERED.  WASTE THAT IS



   GENERATED BY THE LATEX MANUFACTURING FACILITY TODAY DOES NOT QUALIFY AS
   A HAZARDOUS WASTE UNDER THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT
   (RCRA) BUT IS, RATHER, AN INDUSTRIAL WASTE.  THIS PARTICULAR WASTE,
   HOWEVER, INCLUDES CONSTITUENTS THAT ALLOW EPA, UNDER SUPERFUND, TO
   ADDRESS RISKS POSED BY THE SITE.

   A CITIZEN DESCRIBED THE PROBLEMS AT THE CHEM-SOLV SITE THAT THE
   COMMUNITY FACED A FEW YEARS AGO AND EXPRESSED CONCERN OVER THE
   UNNECESSARY CLEANUP EXPENSE THAT RESULTED FROM WAITING TOO LONG TO CLEAN
   UP THE SITE.  HE SUGGESTED THAT EPA HAD WAITED TOO LONG TO CLEAN UP
   CHEM-SOLV AND THAT EPA WAS SLOW TO CLEAN UP THE COKER'S SITE AS WELL.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE CHEM-SOLV SITE IS A DIFFERENT TYPE OF SITE THAN THE
   COKER'S SITE.  UNLIKE THE CHEM-SOLV SITE, THE WASTE AT THE COKER'S SITE
   IS DIFFICULT TO HANDLE AND TREAT.  FOR THIS REASON, EPA IS RECOMMENDING
   A CONTAINMENT, RATHER THAN A TREATMENT, ALTERNATIVE.

   AN ATTENDEE RAISED A COMPLAINT THAT SHE HAD TRIED TO GET HER WATER
   TESTED BUT NO ONE FROM EPA RESPONDED TO HER REQUESTS.

   EPA RESPONSE: AS A GENERAL RULE, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT DOES NOT TEST
   THE WATER FOR THE TWO HUNDRED MILLION RESIDENTS OF THE UNITED STATES.

   A CITIZEN ASKED WHERE COMMUNITY RESIDENTS CAN SEEK HELP FOR TWO PROBLEMS
   THAT ARE NOT SITE-RELATED: 1) FINDING SOMEONE TO TEST THE INDIVIDUAL
   WELLS FOR WHICH THE AFFECTED RESIDENTS HAVE CONCERNS AND 2) DETERMINING
   THE CAUSE OF THE LACK OF LIFE IN THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE RESIDENTS THAT WANT THEIR WELLS TESTED MAY HIRE A
   PRIVATE TESTING LAB TO PERFORM WATER SAMPLING.  THE OTHER CONCERN,
   REGARDING THE QUALITY OF THE WATER IN THE WILLIS BRANCH, MAY BE HANDLED
   BY THE DELAWARE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL
   CONTROL (DNREC).  DNREC HAD A GROUP OF INDIVIDUALS THAT DEAL
   SPECIFICALLY WITH DISCHARGES TO STREAMS AND THE WATER QUALITY IN
   STREAMS.

   AN ATTENDEE ASKED WHETHER EPA PLANS TO FENCE THE SITE SO THAT PEOPLE AND
   ANIMALS CANNOT HAVE ACCESS TO IT.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN DID NOT INCLUDE FENCING THE LANDFILLS
   TO RESTRICT ACCESS.  IN RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT, HOWEVER, EPA HAS
   INCLUDED SECURITY FENCES AND THE POSTING OF WARNING SIGNS IN THE
   SELECTED REMEDY.

   A COMMENTOR REQUESTED THAT THE INFORMATION REPOSITORY BE ESTABLISHED AT
   THE CHESWOLD POST OFFICE.

   EPA RESPONSE: AN INFORMATION REPOSITORY CAN BE PLACED IMMEDIATELY AT THE
   CHESWOLD POST OFFICE AND ANY ADDITIONAL LOCATION THAT THE COMMUNITY SUGGESTS.

   SECTION I(B): COMPREHENSIVE RESPONSE TO COMPLEX COMMENTS RAISED AT THE
                 PUBLIC MEETING

   THIS SECTION PROVIDES A COMPREHENSIVE RESPONSE TO THE MORE COMPLEX
   COMMENTS ON THE COKER'S SITE RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING HELD
   SEPTEMBER 5, 1990.  SOME OF THE INFORMATION PRESENTED IN THIS SECTION
   ELABORATES WITH TECHNICAL DETAIL ON ANSWERS COVERED IN PART I OF THIS
   RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.  CONCERNS AND QUESTIONS PRESENTED IN THIS
   SECTION CAN BE GROUPED IN TWO CATEGORIES:

   A. HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS

   B. LINERS.

   A SUMMARY OF THE COMMENTS AND EPA'S RESPONSE TO THEM IS PROVIDED BELOW.

   A. HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS



   A CITIZEN ASKED FOR AN EXPLANATION OF EPA'S EARLIER STATEMENTS REGARDING
   CANCER RISKS.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE CANCER RISK FOR THE SITE WAS CALCULATED BASED ON AN
   EXTREMELY CONSERVATIVE EXPOSURE SCENARIO.  THE EXPOSURE SUPPOSITION THAT
   EPA MADE INCLUDED TOTAL LINER FAILURE AND A HYPOTHETICAL PERSON WHO
   LIVES ON THE PROPERTY LINE WITH A WELL IN THE OVERBURDEN (SHALLOW)
   AQUIFER.  THE HYPOTHETICAL PERSON DRINKS TWO LITERS OF WATER, BATHES IN
   IT, AND USES IT FOR ALL OF HIS HOUSEHOLD USES, EVERY DAY OVER AN ENTIRE
   70-YEAR LIFETIME.  THE CANCER RISK, BASED ON THIS SCENARIO, BARELY
   EXCEEDS EPA'S CRITERION FOR AN ACCEPTABLE LEVEL, WHICH IS A ONE IN
   10,000 CANCER RISK.

   THE BACKGROUND CANCER RISK OVER A LIFETIME IN HUMAN POPULATIONS IS THAT
   ONE OUT OF EVERY FOUR PEOPLE WILL GET CANCER.  THE SCENARIO DESCRIBED
   ABOVE RESULTS IN THE HYPOTHETICAL PERSON (WHO ALREADY HAS A ONE IN FOUR,
   OR 25 PERCENT, CHANCE OF GETTING CANCER) HAVING A 25.01 PERCENT CHANCE.

   A CITIZEN ASKED EPA TO EXPLAIN BOTH WHY NO FISH, CRAYFISH, OR WATER
   FROGS LIVE IN THE WILLIS BRANCH AND, BASED ON THIS, HOW EPA CAN CLAIM
   THAT THE WATER IS NOT CONTAMINATED.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA CONDUCTED AN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND A HUMAN
   HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT.  IN ASSESSING THE WATER QUALITY OF THE WILLIS
   BRANCH, EPA FOUND THAT THE WATER AND THE SEDIMENTS DO NOT CONTAIN ANY
   CONCENTRATION OF ANY SUBSTANCE FROM THE SITE THAT WOULD CAUSE A PROBLEM
   FOR EITHER HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT.  EPA DOES NOT KNOW WHY THE
   WILLIS BRANCH IS DEGRADED.  IT MAY BE DUE TO SOMETHING THAT CAME FROM
   THE SITE IN THE PAST OR IT MAY BE THE RESULT OF SOME SOURCE UPSTREAM OF
   THE SITE.

   IN CONDUCTING THE HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT, EPA DETERMINED THAT A
   NUMBER OF CONTAMINANTS FROM LANDFILL #1 HAVE LEACHED OUT, MOVED THROUGH
   THE GROUND WATER INTO THE WILLIS BRANCH AND, OVER A PERIOD OF YEARS,
   EVAPORATED INTO THE AIR, POSSIBLY TRAVELED DOWNSTREAM TO THE ESTUARY;
   HOWEVER, EPA CANNOT FIND THEM IN THE WILLIS BRANCH.  EPA ALSO EVALUATED
   THE WETLANDS ALONG THE NORTH SIDE OF THE WILLIS BRANCH AND, STILL, FOUND
   NOTHING.

   B. LINERS

   A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE
   ASKED ABOUT THE LIKELIHOOD OF THE LINER FAILING IN LANDFILL #2.

   EPA RESPONSE: BECAUSE EPA CANNOT PRECISELY PREDICT WHEN OR AT WHAT RATE
   LINERS MAY FAIL, EPA LOOKED AT SEVERAL LINER FAILURE SCENARIOS DURING
   THE RI AND DURING THE FS, AND USED EXTREMELY CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTIONS
   WHEN DEVELOPING GROUND WATER MODELS.  THE FAILURE SCENARIO EVALUATED
   UNDER THE RI RESULTED IN A RISK CORRESPONDING TO 1 X (10-4) OR A ONE IN
   10,000 EXCESS RISK OF CANCER.  AS A PART OF THE FS, A REVISED LINER
   FAILURE SCENARIO, WHICH TOOK INTO ACCOUNT DATA COLLECTED AFTER THE RI
   REPORT WAS WRITTEN, WAS EVALUATED.  THE PERCENTAGE LINER FAILURE WAS
   BASED UPON STUDIES OF LINER PERFORMANCE IN FIELD CONDITIONS.  UNDER THIS
   SCENARIO, THE RISK ASSOCIATED WITH USE OF SHALLOW GROUND WATER WAS
   4 X (10-6), OR A FOUR IN ONE MILLION EXCESS RISK OF CANCER.

   SECTION II: RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

   DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, EPA RECEIVED 6 LETTERS CONTAINING
   WRITTEN COMMENTS.  EPA RECEIVED LETTERS FROM US SENATOR WILLIAM V. ROTH
   AND US CONGRESSMAN THOMAS R. CARPER CONTAINING A PETITION FROM LOCAL
   RESIDENTS; THIS SAME PETITION WAS SUBMITTED DIRECTLY BY THE CITIZENS TO
   EPA REGION III REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR EDWIN B. ERICKSON AND TO THE EPA
   COMMUNITY RELATIONS COORDINATOR FOR THE COKER'S SITE, MS. FRANCESCA
   DICOSMO.  EPA ALSO RECEIVED LETTERS FROM THE GREATER CHESWOLD
   ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE, THE HONORABLE MR. KIM GILSON, MAYOR OF
   CHESWOLD, AND FROM DR. ALBERT VICKERS, CHAIRMAN OF THE PRP STEERING



   COMMITTEE.

   A. PETITION FROM LOCAL RESIDENTS

   EPA RECEIVED FOUR COPIES OF A PETITION FROM AREA RESIDENTS.  ONE COPY
   WAS SENT TO MR. EDWIN ERICKSON, THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR; THE OTHER
   WAS SENT TO MS. FRANCESCA DICOSMO.  TWO ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE
   PETITION WERE MAILED TO SENATOR WILLIAM V. ROTH AND CONGRESSMAN THOMAS
   R. CARPER AND SUBSEQUENTLY SENT TO THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR.  EPA
   RESPONDED DIRECTLY TO SENATOR ROTH AND CONGRESSMAN CARPER.  THE
   CITIZENS' CONCERNS AND EPA'S RESPONSES ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.

   1. THE FIRST SECTION OF THE PETITION'S STATED CONCERNS ADDRESSES GROUND
   WATER CONTAMINATION.  THE LETTER EXPRESSES A BELIEF THAT CARCINOGENIC
   COMPOUNDS ARE "LEAKING" FROM THE SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE: SAMPLING DATA COLLECTED DURING THE SITE INVESTIGATION DOES
   NOT SUPPORT THE BELIEF THAT THE LANDFILLS ARE LEAKING WASTE CONSTITUENTS
   AT LEVELS THAT ARE A THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH.  ORGANIC COMPOUNDS OF
   POTENTIAL CONCERN, NONE OF WHICH ARE CARCINOGENIC, WERE DETECTED IN LOW
   CONCENTRATIONS IN ONE WELL AT EACH LANDFILL.  THE COMPOUNDS DETECTED,
   ETHYLBENZENE, TOLUENE, AND XYLENES, WERE FOUND AT LANDFILL #2 AT 5 PARTS
   PER BILLION (PPB), 7 PPB, AND 44 PPB RESPECTIVELY.  THE PROPOSED MAXIMUM
   CONTAMINANT LEVELS (MCLS) FOR THESE COMPOUNDS UNDER THE SAFE DRINKING
   WATER ACT ARE 700 PPB ETHYLBENZENE, 2000 PPB TOLUENE, AND 10,000 PPB
   XYLENES.  THE LEVELS FOUND ONSITE ARE WELL BELOW THE PROPOSED MCLS AND
   ARE NOT CONSIDERED TO BE A THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH.

   2. THE LETTER ALSO STATES THAT EPA HAS NOT TESTED RESIDENTIAL WELLS, AND
   INFERS THAT THE DEATHS OF SEVERAL DOMESTIC PETS AND FARM ANIMALS MAY BE
   LINKED TO THE SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE: THE CONTENTION THAT EPA DID NOT TEST RESIDENTIAL WELLS IS
   INCORRECT.  FOUR RESIDENTIAL WELLS LOCATED IN PROXIMITY TO THE LANDFILLS
   WERE TESTED ON AUGUST 9, 1988.  THE SAMPLING RESULTS, AS SHOWN IN THE RI
   REPORT, INDICATE NO EVIDENCE OF SITE-RELATED CONTAMINATION IN THE
   RESIDENTIAL WELLS.  IN ADDITION, THE OWNERS OF THE DECEASED ANIMALS IN
   QUESTION, WHO WERE PRESENT AT A PUBLIC MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 5, 1990
   INDICATED THAT THEIR ANIMALS HAD DIED OF LEUKEMIA.  BECAUSE BOTH FELINE
   AND BOVINE LEUKEMIA ARE HIGHLY CONTAGIOUS VIRAL INFECTIONS, EPA DOES NOT
   BELIEVE THE PRESENCE OF THE LANDFILLS ADVERSELY AFFECTED THE HEALTH OF
   THESE ANIMALS.  HOWEVER, THE STATE OF DELAWARE HAS AGREED TO SAMPLE THE
   WELLS OF THOSE RESIDENTS WHOSE ANIMALS HAD DIED.

   3. ANOTHER SECTION OF THE PETITION DISCUSSES HUMAN HEALTH RISK.  THE
   PETITION RAISES CONCERN FOR ANY POTENTIAL COMMUNITY HEALTH RISK
   ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE AND THE POTENTIAL FOR LOWER PROPERTY VALUES.

   EPA RESPONSE: AT THE COKER'S SITE, EPA FOUND UNACCEPTABLE HEALTH RISKS
   ONLY UNDER AN EXTREMELY CONSERVATIVE RESIDENTIAL USE SCENARIO WHICH
   ASSUMED DAILY EXPOSURE TO MAXIMUM CONCENTRATIONS OF WASTE AND INGESTION
   OF LEACHATE OVER A LIFETIME.  (THE PROPOSED PLAN CALLS FOR DEED
   RESTRICTIONS THAT WOULD PREVENT ANY SUCH FUTURE USE OF THE SITE.)
   GROUND WATER MODELING DOES NOT INDICATE THAT RESIDENTS LIVING OFFSITE
   ARE AT AN EXCESS RISK OF EXPERIENCING ILL HEALTH EFFECTS OR OF
   DEVELOPING CANCER AS A RESULT OF EXPOSURE TO SITE CONTAMINANTS.  ONSITE
   GROUND WATER MONITORING WILL DETECT ANY CONTAMINANT PLUME BEFORE IT
   COULD AFFECT LOCAL RESIDENTS.

   4. THE PETITION GOES ON TO STATE, "WE POSSESS THE METHODOLOGY . . . TO
   REMOVE THIS TOXIC HEALTH RISK."

   EPA RESPONSE: WHILE IT IS TECHNICALLY POSSIBLE TO EXCAVATE AND REMOVE
   ALL WASTE FROM THE SITE, EPA CONSIDERS OFFSITE DISPOSAL OF WASTE WITHOUT
   TREATMENT TO BE THE LEAST PREFERABLE STRATEGY FOR HANDLING SITES UNDER
   THE SUPERFUND LAW.  REMOVAL OF THE MORE THAN 110,000 CUBIC YARDS OF
   WASTE CONTAINED AT THE SITE WOULD NOT ONLY BE COSTLY (APPROXIMATELY



   $84,000,000), BUT ALSO COULD RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT SHORT TERM RISKS TO
   WORKERS AND NEARBY RESIDENTS ASSOCIATED WITH RELEASE OF VOLATILE ORGANIC
   COMPOUNDS DURING EXCAVATION AND HANDLING OF WASTE.  ANOTHER SHORT-TERM
   IMPACT ON THE COMMUNITY WOULD BE A SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN TRUCK
   TRAFFIC, AND THE RISK OF A TRUCK ACCIDENT AND SUBSEQUENT SPILL.  AN
   ALTERNATIVE INVOLVING REMOVAL FOR OFFSITE DISPOSAL WAS RULED OUT EARLY
   IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY BECAUSE IT DID NOT COMPARE FAVORABLY TO EPA'S
   PRELIMINARY SCREENING CRITERIA OF EFFECTIVENESS, IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND
   COST-EFFECTIVENESS.

   5. THE NEXT SECTION OF THE PETITION ADDRESSES ENVIRONMENTAL
   CONTAMINATION.  THE CITIZENS ARE CONCERNED BECAUSE EPA HAS STATED THAT
   ALTHOUGH THE LEACHATE FROM LANDFILL #1, WHICH BORDERS THE WILLIS BRANCH
   OF THE LEIPSIC RIVER (THE WILLIS BRANCH), HAS SOME OBSERVED TOXICITY TO
   AQUATIC ORGANISMS, THERE IS NO EVIDENCE OF CONTAMINATION OF THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   EPA RESPONSE: BECAUSE THE LEACHATE THEORETICALLY REACHES THE WILLIS
   BRANCH, THESE STATEMENTS MAY APPEAR CONTRADICTORY.  HOWEVER, THE
   LEACHATE DOES NOT ACTIVELY RUN FROM THE SITE TO THE CREEK.  RATHER,
   LEACHATE IS FOUND IN SEEPS LOCATED ALONG THE SLOPING LAND WHICH BORDERS
   LANDFILL #1 TO THE NORTH.  THESE SEEPS DISSIPATE INTO A FLAT, MARSHY
   AREA WHICH BORDERS THE WILLIS BRANCH.  BECAUSE THE CHEMICALS OF CONCERN
   ARE FOUND ONLY IN VERY LOW CONCENTRATIONS AND ARE READILY RELEASED TO
   THE AIR, IT IS LIKELY THAT THESE CONTAMINANTS VAPORIZE BEFORE THEY CAN
   REACH THE WILLIS BRANCH.  EVEN IF A SIGNIFICANT FLOW OF LEACHATE DID
   REACH THE STREAM, THE LARGER VOLUME OF THE STREAM WOULD QUICKLY DILUTE
   THE LEACHATE AND FURTHER REDUCE THE ALREADY LOW LEVELS OF CONTAMINANTS.
   CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL TESTING HAVE SHOWN NO EVIDENCE OF SITE-RELATED
   CONTAMINATION IN THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   6. THE CITIZENS EXPRESSED CONCERN BECAUSE EPA DOES NOT KNOW WHERE
   REICHHOLD CHEMICALS, INC., THE CURRENT OWNER OF THE FACILITY THAT
   PRODUCED THE WASTE CONTAINED AT THE COKER'S LANDFILLS, CURRENTLY
   DISPOSES OF ITS WASTE.

   EPA RESPONSE: THIS WASTE MATERIAL IS CONSIDERED AN INDUSTRIAL WASTE, NOT
   A HAZARDOUS WASTE AS DEFINED UNDER RCRA; THEREFORE, ITS DISPOSAL IS NOT
   REGULATED BY EPA.  INDUSTRIAL WASTE IS HANDLED UNDER DELAWARE SOLID
   WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS.  IN ADDITION, THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM IS ONLY
   AUTHORIZED TO RESPOND TO ABANDONED SITES, NOT OPERATING FACILITIES.

   7. THE CITIZENS EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DOES
   NOT CALL FOR TREATMENT OR REMOVAL OF THE WASTE MATERIAL.

   EPA RESPONSE EPA'S PREFERENCE, AS STATED IN THE NATIONAL OIL AND
   HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES POLLUTION CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP), IS TO UTILIZE
   PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT (OR RESOURCE RECOVERY)
   TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.  HOWEVER, FOR THIS SITE,
   EPA AND THE STATE BELIEVE THAT LIMITED ACTION MEETS ALL OF EPA'S
   STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS, AND IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

   B. LETTER FROM THE GREATER CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE

   A LETTER WAS SENT BY MRS. DOROTHY DEMPSEY, CHAIRMAN OF THE GREATER
   CHESWOLD ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY COMMITTEE TO MS. FRANCESCA DICOSMO, EPA'S
   COMMUNITY RELATIONS COORDINATOR FOR THE SITE.  MRS. DEMPSEY'S LETTER
   EXPRESSES DISSATISFACTION WITH EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, STATING THAT
   ANY THREAT OF GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION AND ANY RESULTANT RISK TO HUMAN
   HEALTH ARE UNACCEPTABLE TO HER COMMITTEE, AND ALSO EXPRESSES CONCERN
   OVER POTENTIAL THREAT TO THE WATER SUPPLY OF THE CITY OF DOVER, AND A
   PREFERENCE FOR COMPLETE REMOVAL OF ALL WASTE BY PRPS.

   1. MRS. DEMPSEY'S LETTER STATES THAT THE COMMITTEE DOES NOT BELIEVE THE
   REMEDY "GOES FAR ENOUGH TO PROTECT THE CITIZENS THAT LIVE IN THE AREA."

   EPA RESPONSE: ACCORDING TO EPA'S RISK CALCULATIONS, IMPLEMENTATION OF
   THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WILL RESULT IN A RISK BELOW THE LOWER BOUNDARY



   OF EPA'S ACCEPTABLE RISK RANGE.  THIS RISK RANGE IS USED NATIONWIDE BY
   EPA TO MANAGE RISKS AND SELECT REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT SUPERFUND SITES;
   THEREFORE, THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE IS AS PROTECTIVE AS, IF NOT MORE
   PROTECTIVE THAN, ANY OTHER REMEDIAL ACTION EPA HAS SELECTED AT ANY OTHER
   SUPERFUND SITE.

   2. MRS. DEMPSEY'S LETTER EXPRESSES CONCERN OVER THE POTENTIAL THREAT TO
   THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER, WHICH IS THE PRIMARY DRINKING WATER SOURCE NOT
   ONLY FOR THE CHESWOLD AREA, BUT ALSO FOR THE CITY OF DOVER.

   EPA RESPONSE: GROUND WATER MODELLING CONDUCTED DURING THE FEASIBILITY
   STUDY INDICATES THE LANDFILLS DO NOT POSE A THREAT TO THE CHESWOLD
   AQUIFER AND THEREFORE DO NOT POSE A THREAT TO THE DRINKING WATER SUPPLY
   OF EITHER THE LOCAL RESIDENTS OR THE CITY OF DOVER.  FURTHER, AN ONSITE
   GROUND WATER MONITORING PROGRAM WILL DETECT ANY CHANGES IN WATER QUALITY
   BEFORE CONTAMINATION MOVES OFFSITE IN THE CHESWOLD AQUIFER.

   3. THE LETTER STATES, "(THE COMMITTEE'S) SOLUTION TO THIS EXTREMELY
   COMPLEX PROBLEM IS TO REMOVE THE MATERIAL COMPLETELY."

   EPA RESPONSE: AS WAS EXPLAINED PREVIOUSLY IN THIS RESPONSIVENESS
   SUMMARY, EPA DID EXAMINE A COMPLETE REMOVAL OPTION; HOWEVER, THIS
   ALTERNATIVE WAS SCREENED OUT EARLY IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY BECAUSE IT
   DID NOT PASS THE PRELIMINARY SCREENING CRITERIA OF EFFECTIVENESS,
   IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS.  PLEASE REFER TO EPA'S
   RESPONSE TO THE CITIZEN'S PETITION FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION OF THIS ISSUE.

   4. MRS. DEMPSEY'S LETTER IMPLIES A PREFERENCE FOR PRP IMPLEMENTATION OF
   THE SELECTED REMEDY.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA DOES INTEND TO OFFER THE PRPS THE OPPORTUNITY TO
   IMPLEMENT THE SELECTED REMEDY.  IF THE PRPS DECLINE, EPA MAY ORDER THE
   PRPS TO IMPLEMENT THE REMEDY, OR EPA MAY ELECT TO IMPLEMENT THE REMEDY
   AND PURSUE COST RECOVERY AGAINST THE PRPS.

   C. LETTER FROM THE MAYOR OF CHESWOLD

   MS. FRANCESCA DICOSMO OF EPA RECEIVED A LETTER FROM THE HONORABLE MR.
   KIM GILSON, MAYOR OF CHESWOLD.  MAYOR GILSON'S LETTER REITERATED THE
   CONCERNS OF THE CITIZENS PRESENT AT THE PUBLIC MEETING HELD AT THE
   CHESWOLD FIRE HALL ON SEPTEMBER 5, 1990.  THESE CONCERNS, AS LISTED IN
   THE LETTER, INVOLVE THE FOLLOWING ISSUES: RESIDENTIAL GROUND WATER
   TESTING AND MORTALITY OF LOCAL ANIMALS; THE CONDITION OF THE WILLIS
   BRANCH; SIMILAR TREATMENT OF BOTH LANDFILLS ALTHOUGH THEY ARE QUITE
   DIFFERENT; SECURING THE PROPERTIES FROM HUMAN AND ANIMAL INCURSION;
   EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.  PLEASE REFER TO EPA'S RESPONSES TO ISSUES
   RAISED DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING FOR DISCUSSION OF RESIDENTIAL WELL
   TESTING, MORTALITY OF LOCAL ANIMALS, AND CONDITION OF THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   1. DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING, SOME RESIDENTS EXPRESSED A CONCERN
   (REPEATED IN MAYOR GILSON'S LETTER) OVER THE FACT THAT THE SITE IS NOT
   FENCED AND THAT EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN DOES NOT INCLUDE FENCING THE SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN DID NOT INCLUDE FENCING THE LANDFILLS
   TO RESTRICT ACCESS.  IN RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT, HOWEVER, EPA HAS
   INCLUDED SECURITY FENCES AND THE POSTING OF WARNING SIGNS IN THE
   SELECTED REMEDY.

   2. MAYOR GILSON'S LETTER INDICATES THE TOWN COUNCIL PREFERS A REMEDY
   WHICH WOULD ALLOW UNRESTRICTED USE OF THE LAND IN THE FUTURE, BUT DOES
   NOT INDICATE A FIRM PREFERENCE FOR ANY OF THE ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED IN
   THE PROPOSED PLAN.

   EPA RESPONSE: NONE OF THE ALTERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION PROVIDE FOR
   UNRESTRICTED FUTURE USE OF BOTH LANDFILL PROPERTIES.  ALTERNATIVES 6 AND
   7 (VOC STRIPPING AND INCINERATION) CALL FOR CONSOLIDATION OF ALL TREATED
   WASTE AT LANDFILL #1.  HOWEVER, WHILE THIS WOULD ALLOW FOR UNRESTRICTED



   FUTURE USE OF LANDFILL #2 PROPERTY, THE LAWS UNDER WHICH THE TREATED
   WASTE WOULD BE DISPOSED WOULD PRECLUDE UNRESTRICTED USE OF LANDFILL #1
   PROPERTY.  EPA'S PRIMARY CRITERIA FOR SELECTING REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE
   PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND COMPLIANCE WITH
   ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.  EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SATISFIES THESE
   CRITERIA, AND PROVIDES THE BEST BALANCE OF LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS,
   REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME, SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS,
   IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND COST OF ALL ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN.

   3. MAYOR GILSON'S LETTER INDICATES A BELIEF, PREDICATED UPON A STATEMENT
   MADE IN THE PROPOSED PLAN REGARDING THE TOTAL NUMBER OF ALTERNATIVES
   EVALUATED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY, THAT SOME ALTERNATIVES WERE "NOT
   MADE AVAILABLE" TO THE COMMUNITY.

   EPA RESPONSE: THERE ARE THREE STAGES TO A FEASIBILITY STUDY:
   IDENTIFICATION AND SCREENING OF REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES, DEVELOPMENT AND
   SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES, AND DETAILED EVALUATION OF
   ALTERNATIVES.  ONLY ALTERNATIVES WHICH PASS DETAILED EVALUATION ARE
   PRESENTED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN.  ALL OF THESE ALTERNATIVES WERE
   PRESENTED TO THE COMMUNITY.

   D. LETTER FROM DR. ALBERT VICKERS

   MS. LESLEY BRUNKER, THE REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER FOR THE COKER'S SITE,
   RECEIVED A LETTER FROM DR. ALBERT VICKERS, THE COKER STEERING COMMITTEE
   EXECUTIVE.  THE LETTER, IN GENERAL, INDICATED CONCURRENCE WITH EPA'S
   PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, WITH SEVERAL MODIFICATIONS.  THE LETTER ALSO
   EXPRESSES CONCERN FOR POTENTIAL DIFFICULTIES IN SECURING DEED
   RESTRICTIONS ON THE LANDFILL PROPERTIES, AND STATES THAT IT IS
   INAPPROPRIATE TO COMPARE RISKS EVALUATED DURING THE EA AND FS TO EPA'S
   RESIDENTIAL USE SCENARIO.

   1. THE LETTER STATES THAT THERE IS NO MECHANISM UNDER CERCLA WHICH ALLOW
   FOR IMPOSITION OF INVOLUNTARY DEED RESTRICTIONS ON OWNERS OF REAL PROPERTY.

   EPA RESPONSE: WHEN A DETERMINATION IS MADE UNDER SECTION 106 OF CERCLA,
   42 USC S9606, AS HAS BEEN MADE FOR THE COKER'S SITE, THAT THERE MAY BE
   AN IMMINENT AND SUBSTANTIAL ENDANGERMENT TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE
   OR THE ENVIRONMENT BECAUSE OF AN ACTUAL OR THREATENED RELEASE OF A
   HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE, SECTION 106 GRANTS AUTHORITY TO SECURE SUCH RELIEF
   AS MAY BE NECESSARY TO ABATE SUCH DANGER OR THREAT.  THE AUTHORITY
   EXISTS UNDER CERCLA, THEREFORE, TO IMPOSE INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS SUCH AS
   DEED RESTRICTIONS ON THE SITE PROPERTY.

   DEED RESTRICTIONS ARE AN INTEGRAL COMPONENT OF THE PREFERRED REMEDY, IN
   THAT THEY WILL PREVENT FUTURE USE OF THE PROPERTY IN A MANNER THAT WILL
   RESULT IN UNACCEPTABLE RISK TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  ALL
   REMEDIES WHICH WERE CONSIDERED TO BE PROTECTIVE INCLUDED DEED
   RESTRICTIONS ON ONE OR BOTH PROPERTIES.  AS DR. VICKERS' LETTER
   ACKNOWLEDGES, EPA HAS LEFT THE EXACT NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE DEED
   RESTRICTIONS SUBJECT TO DEFINITION DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN PHASE IN
   ORDER TO DEVELOP THE MOST REASONABLE, YET PROTECTIVE, STRATEGY FOR
   IMPLEMENTATION.

   SECTION 300.510(C)(1) OF THE NCP, 55 FED. REG. 8,854 (MARCH 8, 1990)
   (TO BE CODIFIED AT 40 CFR S300.510(C)(1)), PROVIDES THAT, WHEN
   APPROPRIATE, AS PART OF THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ASSURANCE PROVIDED
   BY A STATE PURSUANT TO SECTION 104(C)(3)(A) OF CERCLA,
   42 USC S104(C)(3)(A), AND PRIOR TO A SUPERFUND FINANCED REMEDIAL ACTION,
   THE STATE MUST ASSURE THAT ANY INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS IMPLEMENTED AS
   PART OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION AT A SITE ARE IN PLACE, RELIABLE, AND WILL
   REMAIN IN PLACE AFTER THE INITIATION OF THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE.
   IN ADDITION, SECTION 300.510(F) OF THE NCP, 55 FED. REG. 8,855 (MARCH 8,
   1990) (TO BE CODIFIED AT 40 CFR S300.510(F)), PROVIDES THAT, IF EPA
   DETERMINES THAT AN INTEREST IN REAL PROPERTY MUST BE ACQUIRED IN ORDER
   TO CONDUCT A RESPONSE ACTION, THEN AS A GENERAL RULE, A STATE MUST AGREE
   TO ACQUIRE AND HOLD ANY PROPERTY INTEREST NEEDED TO ENSURE THE



   RELIABILITY OF INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS RESTRICTING THE USE OF THAT PROPERTY.

   2. DR. VICKERS' LETTER SUPPORTS EPA'S STATEMENT, MADE IN THE PROPOSED
   PLAN, THAT THE RESIDENTIAL USE SCENARIO IS EXTREMELY CONSERVATIVE.
   HOWEVER, THE LETTER OBJECTS TO THE COMPARISON OF THE ASSESSMENT RISKS
   UNDER THIS SCENARIO TO THE ASSESSMENTS MADE DURING THE RI/FS.

   EPA RESPONSE: BECAUSE THE RI/FS RISK ASSESSMENT WAS CONDUCTED IN
   ACCORDANCE WITH GUIDANCE THAT HAS BEEN SUPERCEEDED, AND THE FUTURE USE
   SCENARIO WAS CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH CURRENT EPA GUIDANCE, EPA
   AGREES THAT IT IS NOT APPROPRIATE TO STRICTLY COMPARE RESULTS
   (AS WAS DONE IN THE PROPOSED PLAN).  THE ROD IS BASED SOLELY UPON THE
   RESIDENTIAL USE SCENARIO.

   3. DR. VICKERS' LETTER EXPRESSES SOME CONFUSION OVER EPA'S PROPOSED
   MONITORING PLAN AND PLANS FOR POTENTIAL RESTRICTIONS ON FUTURE GROUND
   WATER USE.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA INTENDS TO MONITOR THE COLUMBIA AND THE CHESWOLD
   AQUIFERS TO DETECT ANY CHANGES IN GROUND WATER QUALITY.  IT IS EXPECTED
   THAT ANY CONTAMINATION WOULD FIRST BE DETECTED IN THE COLUMBIA (SHALLOW)
   AQUIFER.  ALTHOUGH SIGNIFICANT CONTAMINATION IS NOT ANTICIPATED, EPA HAS
   PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION OF A GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT ZONE SHOULD
   RESTRICTIONS ON GROUND WATER USE BE DEEMED NECESSARY.  THE DETAILS OF
   THE MONITORING PROGRAM WILL BE DEFINED DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN STAGE.

   4. DR. VICKERS' LETTER SUGGESTS MODIFYING THE PREFERRED REMEDY TO
   ELIMINATE SURFACE WATER MONITORING AND TO INSTEAD GAUGE THE POTENTIAL
   FOR IMPACTS ON THE WILLIS BRANCH ON CHANGES DETECTED IN SHALLOW GROUND
   WATER.  THE LETTER SUGGESTS THAT EXTERNAL FACTORS COULD CAUSE CHANGES IN
   THE WATER QUALITY, AND THAT BECAUSE SHALLOW GROUND WATER IS ESSENTIALLY
   THE SAME AS THE WATER THAT MAKES UP THE LEACHATE SEEPS, GROUND WATER
   MONITORING COULD PROVIDE AN "EARLY WARNING SYSTEM" FOR POTENTIAL CHANGES
   IN THE WILLIS BRANCH.

   EPA RESPONSE: EPA AGREES THAT EXTERNAL FACTORS CAN, AND LIKELY WILL,
   RESULT IN OVERALL CHANGES IN THE QUALITY OF THE SURFACE WATER.  HOWEVER,
   EPA BELIEVES THAT THE SURFACE WATER SAMPLING PROGRAM CAN BE DESIGNED TO
   MINIMIZE THE EFFECTS OF THESE EXTERNAL FACTORS ON THE EVALUATION OF THE
   IMPACTS FROM THE LANDFILL ON THE WILLIS BRANCH (I.E., SAMPLING
   IMMEDIATELY UPGRADIENT OF, ADJACENT TO, AND DOWNGRADIENT OF, THE
   LANDFILL).  IT IS NOT LIKELY THAT THE EFFECTS OF OILING OR SALTING
   NEARBY ROADWAYS COULD BE MISCONSTRUED AS EFFECTS FROM THE LEACHATE
   CHARACTERIZED DURING THE RI/FS.  FURTHERMORE, THE CONCENTRATIONS OF
   CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN THE LEACHATE AND IN THE SHALLOW GROUND WATER WERE
   DISSIMILAR.  NO STYRENE WAS DETECTED IN THE SHALLOW GROUND WATER,
   ALTHOUGH IT WAS DETECTED IN THE LEACHATE, AND THE CONCENTRATION OF
   ETHYLBENZENE DETECTED IN THE GROUND WATER WAS AN ORDER OF MAGNITUDE
   LOWER THAN THE LEVEL DETECTED IN THE LEACHATE.

   5. DR. VICKERS' LETTER SUGGESTS THAT COVERING LEACHATE SEEPS AT LANDFILL
   #1, SEALING THE LEACHATE COLLECTION PIPES AT LANDFILL #2, AND REGRADING
   THE DEPRESSED AREA OF LANDFILL #2 BE ELIMINATED FROM THE PREFERRED
   REMEDY BECAUSE THESE COMPONENTS DO NOT RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION
   IN RISK POSED BY THE SITE.

   EPA RESPONSE: ALTHOUGH EPA ACKNOWLEDGES THAT PLACEMENT OF DEED
   RESTRICTIONS AND ESTABLISHMENT OF A GROUND WATER MANAGEMENT ZONE, IF
   NEEDED, WILL HAVE THE GREATEST IMPACT ON REDUCING RISK ASSOCIATED WITH
   THIS SITE, EPA BELIEVES THE OTHER COMPONENTS (COVERING LEACHATE SEEPS AT
   LANDFILL #1, CLOSING THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM AT LANDFILL #2, AND
   BACKFILLING DEPRESSED AREAS OF LANDFILL #2) SHOULD STILL BE IMPLEMENTED
   BECAUSE THEY CONTRIBUTE TO THE OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SELECTED REMEDY.

   #TA



                                   TABLE 14

                     THE NINE CRITERIA FOR THE EVALUATION
                           OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

   OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT:

   WHETHER EACH ALTERNATIVE PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH
   AND THE ENVIRONMENT AND DESCRIBES HOW RISKS POSED THROUGH EACH EXPOSURE
   PATHWAY ARE LIMIT, REDUCED OR CONTROLLED THROUGH TREATMENT, ENGINEERING
   CONTROLS, OR INSTITUTIONAL CONTROL.

   COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS:

   WHETHER EACH ALTERNATIVE WILL MEET ALL OF THE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
   APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) OF FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAW
   AND/OR JUSTIFIES INVOKING A WAIVER; WHETHER A REMEDY COMPLIES WITH
   ADVISORIES, CRITERIA AND GUIDANCE THAT EPA AND PADER HAVE AGREED TO FOLLOW.

   LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE:

   THE ABILITY OF A REMEDY TO MAINTAIN RELIABLE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH
   AND THE ENVIRONMENT OVER TIME, ONCE CLEAN-UP GOAL HAVE BEEN MET.

   REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT:

   ADDRESSES THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR SELECTING REMEDIAL ACTIONS THAT
   EMPLOY TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES THAT PERMANENTLY AND SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCE
   THE TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.

   SHOT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS:

   THE PERIOD OF TIME NEEDED TO ACHIEVE PROTECTION AND ANY ADVERSE IMPACTS
   ON HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THAT MAY BE POSES DURING THE
   CONSTRUCTION AND IMPLEMENTATION PERIOD, UNTIL CLEAN-UP GOAL ARE ACHIEVE.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY:

   THE TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY OF A REMEDY, INCLUDING THE
   AVAILABILITY OF MATERIALS AND SERVICES NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT A PARTICULAR OPTION.

   COST:

   ESTIMATED CAPITAL, OPERATION & MAINTENANCE (O&M), AND NET PRESENT WORTH COSTS.

   STATE/SUPPORT AGENCY ACCEPTANCE:

   WHETHER THE STATE CONCURS WITH, OPPOSE, OR HAVE NO COMMENT REGARDING THE
   PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE.

   COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE:

   THE PUBLIC'S GENERAL RESPONSE TO THE ALTERNATIVES WHICH WILL BE ASSESSED
   IN THE RECORD OF DECISION FOLLOWING A REVIEW OF THE PUBLIC COMMENTS
   RECEIVED ON THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AND THE PROPOSED PLAN.



                                   TABLE 15

             COST SUMMARY FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY, LIMITED ACTION

   LANDFILL #1                                        COST

   LEACHATE COVER                                   $ 10,000
   SITE FENCE                                       $ 60,000
   INDIRECT COST (25 PERCENT)                       $ 17,500
   DESIGN AND OTHER COST                            $ 80,000

   TOTAL CAPITAL COST                               $ 167,500
   CAPITAL PLUS 30 PERCENT CONTINGENCY              $ 217,500

   LANDFILL #2

   BACKFILL CELLS, SEAL WELLS                       $ 85,900
   SITE FENCE                                       $ 57,200
   INDIRECT COST                                    $ 35,775
   DESIGN AND OTHER COST                            $ 80,000

   TOTAL CAPITAL COST                               $ 258,875
   CAPITAL PLUS 30 PERCENT CONTINGENCY              $ 336,538

   O&M INCLUDING SITE INSPECTION AND
   SEMI-ANNUAL GROUNDWATER AND
   SURFACE MONITORING                               $ 527,257

   TOTAL COST                                       $1,081,295


